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LETTER 
Ma. ARCHDEACON TRAVIS, 
D E F E N C E 


THREE HEAVENLY WITNESSES, 


* 


1 JohN V. 7. 
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Tun ut omnes in omni doctrinæ liberalis genere principes adlatres, et 
cenſeas fore, ut offam laudis tibi objiciamusz que te nobis tranquil. 
liorem faciat, potius quam rationibys te verberemus, et fi opus 
fuerit, etiam de CANINA TUA FACUNDIA mutuemur aliquid, quo 

tanquam fufle probe dedolatus, incipias welle muſſare, et modera- : 
tionis, modeſtiæ, verecundiæ limites non migrare ? - 
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Ir 4 1s ERS Ame to tell the reden 
that in the years 1516 and 1519 Eraſmus 
publiſhed his firſt and ſecond editions of the 
Greek "Teſtament, both which omitted the 
three heavenly witneſſes. That having pro- 
miſed Lee to inſert them in his text, if they 
were found in a ſingle Greek MS. he was 
ſoon informed of the exiſtence of ſuch a MS. 
in England, and conſequently inſerted 1 John 
V. 7. in his third edition, 1522. That this 
Ms. after a profound ſleep of two centuries, 
has at laſt been found in the library of Tri- 
nity- college, Dublin. That the Compluten- 
ſian edition, which was not publiſhed till 
Pe DO it profeſſes to be printed in 

2 | 1514, 
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1514, has the ſeventh and eighth verfes 
patched up from the modern Latin MSS. 


and the. final clauſe of the eighth verſe, 


which is omitted in its proper place, tranſ- 
ferred to the end of the ſeventh. That Coli- 
næus in 1534 omitted the verſe, on the faith 
of MSS. That R. Stephens, in his famous 


edition of 15 50, inſerted the verſe, and 
marked the words & rd ovgavu: as wanting 


in ſeven MSS. That Beza, ſuſpecting no miſ- 
take, concluded that theſe ſeven MSS. con- 
taihed-the reſt of the feventh verfe, and the 
eighth with the words é, 717 917. All theſe 
circumſtances are either ſo well known, or 
mentioned ſo fully in the following Letters, 
that it would be a tedious repetition to kin 
longer upon them at preſent. 


In the year 1670, the Arian Sandius — 5 


a formidable attack upon the verſe, which 


was followed by a more formidable attack 


from Simon in his Critical Hiſtory of the 
N. T. and other works pertaining to the 
ſame ſubject. Soon after the appearance of 
Simon's book, between the years 1690 and 
1700, Sir Iſaac Newton wrote a diflertatian 
upon 1 John V. iy in which he collected, 
| arranged, 


EIN 
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arranged, and ſtrengthened Simon's argu- 
ments, and gave a clear, exact, and compre- 
henſive view. of the whole queſtion. This 
diſſertation, which was not publiſhed till 
1754, and then imperfectly, has been lately 
reſtored by Dr. Horſley in the laſt edition of 
Newton's works from an original MS. In' 
the mean time Kettner anſwered Simon in 
three publications, in Which he has produced 
moſt of the arguments uſually alledged on 
his ſide, but mixed with ſo many abſurd and 
trifling obſervations, that to read through 
them is no moderate exerciſe of patience. 
He reckons in the ſecond century twenty- 
| ſeven, in the third twenty- nine, in the fourth 
forty- two reaſons, which might hinder the 
Fathers from appealing to the heavenly wit- 
neſſes. Of the third ſet of reaſons, his 
eighteenth is, leſt that text might ſeem to 
favour Sabellianiſm; his twenty- fourth, leſt. 
Conſtantine the Great, being then a cate- 
chumen, thould be ſcandalized ! At the end 
of his diflertation he burſts out into the fol- 
lowing rapturous expreflions, which I ſhall 
copy, without attempting to transfuſe their 
elegance into Engliſh. WE. 
TT „Nihil 
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Nihil enim mihi gratius quam bene me- 
reri de hoc illuſtri dicto, quod eſt Theologia 
Johannea in nuce, eſt inſtar ſtelle prime 
magnitudinis in Scriptura, eſt margarita Bi- 
blica pretioſiſſima, & flos Novi Teſtamenti 
pulcherrimus, eſt compendium analogiæ fidet 
de Trinitate, ut alia elogia in dedicatione ad- 
ducta taceamus, 

Latet inexhauſtus ſcientiarum theſaurus 
in hoc excellentiſſimo dicto. Hic enim Theo- 
logi tres articulos fidet, Juriſconſulti tres ad- 
vocatos cceleſtes et teſtes ſummos, Medici tres 
animarum medicos inveniunt. Siltitur nobis 


in hoc dicto Philoſophia et Panſophia quædam 


ſublimior. Metaphyſici ens unum verum, 
bonum, Logici prædicationes inuſitatas con- 
templar! poſſunt. Ethicus cernit in hoc loco 
ſummum Bonum, Phyſicus Iridem trium co— 
lorum, et Aſtrologus concurſum trium pla— 
netarum five tres ſoles obſervat. Mathe- 
maticus diſcit, quomodo tres ſint unum in 
Arithmetica Divina. Muſicus Muſicam ſua— 


viſſimam trium vocum in textu concentum- 


que harmonicum audire poteſt. Opticus, fi 
quid videt, videt ſpeculum Deitatis et in ſuo 
intellectu ob hujus myſterii altitudinem in- 

venit 
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venit Cameram quandam obſcuram. Pneu— 
matici ſpiritualitatem Dei cognoſcere poſſunt. 
Rhetores hoc dictum conſiderantes, affetum 
admirationis movere coguntur et exclamare, 


O profunditas ſapientiz Dei! Aulici tres gra- 


tioſiſſimos Monarchas cceleſtes. erga ſubditos 
in regno gratiæ venerari poſſunt.“ 

At laſt Mill's long-oxpected edition of the 
N. T. was publiſhed. Still more and more 
evidence produced againſt the verſe! Mill, 
after fairly ſumming up the evidence on both 
ſides, juſt as we ſhould expect him to declare 
the verſe ſpurious, is unaccountably tranfſ- 
formed into a defender. Abbe L. Roger, Dean 
of Bourges, publiſhed, Par. 1915, two diſ- 
ſertations, in the firſt of which he defends 
1 John V. 7. It ought to be mentioned to 
his credit, that, having examined the MSS. 
in the royal library at Paris, he ſubſcribed to 
the opinion of Lucas Brugenſis, Simon, and 
Le Long, and ingenuouſly confeſſed that the 
ſemicircle in Stephens's edition, which now 
follows the words e r oypary; in the ſeventh 
verſe, ought to be placed after the words er 
Tyi' y in the eighth, 

3 But 
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But Martin, Paſtor of the French church 


at the Hague, thought ſuch moderation as 
this a baſe deſertion of the cauſe, In his 


Treatiſe on Revealed Religion he ſpends a great 
part upon the fingle queſtion of 1 John V. 5. 
He afterwards defended the genuineneſs of 
the verſe in three books againſt Emlyn's Full 
Enquiry, Anſwer and Reply, In all theſe 


performances he manfully afferted the right 


poſition of Stephens's ſermcircle, This he 
did by a ſlight aflumption, that Stephens and 
all his aſſiſtants, compoſitors, &c, were in- 


fallible ; an aſſumption which Mr. Travis has 
ſince borrowed. Emlyn, it muſt be owned, 


left Martin in poſſeſſion of the field; and 
yet, I know not how, the opinion of Emlyn 


made many converts; and Biſhop Small- 
brooke “ ſeems not to have been ſatisfied with 


Martin's defence ; for he ſays, that little hag 
been ſaid againſt Mr. Emlyn, except what 
has been offered by the ingenious Mr, Martin, 


In a letter to Dr. Bentley concerning the Compluten- 
ſian edition. See the beginning of De Miſhj's firſt letter, 
Journ. Brit. Vol. VIII. and Felten's Moyer's Lectures, 


p. 368. 


e 
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The Greek-Engliſh editor of the N. T. in 
1729 threw the verſe out of his text, and 
. fubjoined a long note to the place, which, 
though it is apparently written with great 
labour, does not deſerve the praiſes beſtowed 
upon it by Soſipater“. Twells refuted this 
editor after his manner; but he ſcarcely quits 
Martin, except in giving up the ſpurious Pro- 
| logue, and appealing to the new-found teſtis 
mony of Caſſiodorus. | 
HhHengelius, whoſe edition was publiſhed in 
1734, allows, in his note on this paſſage, 
that it is in no genuine MS.; that the Com- 
plutenſian editors interpolated it from the 
Latin verſion; that the Codex Britannicus is 
good for nothing; that Stephens's ſemicircle 
is miſplaced; that no ancient Greek writer 
cites the heavenly witneſſes; that many La- 
tins omit them; and that they were neither 
eraſed by the Arians, nor abſorbed by the 
 homeoteleuton, Surely then the verſe is ſpu- 
rious. No; this learned man finds out a 
way of eſcape ; the paſſage was of ſo ſublime 


* Commentaries and Eſſays, Vol. I. p. 145. | 
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and myſterious a nature, that the ſecret diſci- 
pline of the church withdrew it from the 
public books, till it was gradually Joſt. Un- 
der what a want of evidence muſt a critic 
labour, who reſorts to ſuch -an argument ! 
Wetſtein and Mr. Grieſbach have in their 
reſpective editions given judicious abridge- 
ments of the authorities and arguments. on 
both ſides; but from the neceſſary brevity of 
notes, ſome previous information 1s requiſite, 
before they can be perfe&ly underſtood. 

Such was the ſtate of the controverſy, 
and all the learned“ had abandoned the de- 
fence of the verſe. Mr. Gibbon expreſſed the 
general opinion with great exactneſs and im- 
partiality in a paſſage of the third volume of 
his Hiſtory. Perhaps the hiſtorian, who muſt 
have foreſeen many attacks upon other parts 
of his work, apprehended none on this paſ- 
ſage. Perhaps he thought, that an opinion 


* Bextley read a public lecture, which is till extant, 
and Abbe Longuerue wrote a diſſertation, which perhaps 
is ſtill extant, to prove this verſe ſpurious, Semler too 
has written a Critical Hiſtory of the text, in German, 
which I have not been able to procure, 


ch 
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which he poſſeſſed in common with many 
orthodox critics, might be ſuffered to paſs 
without moleſtation. 

But if theſe were his hopes, he was diſap- 
pointed. 
The Rev. Mr. Travis publiſhed three ſhort 

letters againſt him in the Gentleman's Maga- 
Zine, 1782. Theſe letters he afterwards re- 
printed (4to. 1784), with two others, much 
longer, addrefled to Mr. Gibbon, in which 
he profeſſed to diſcuſs the whole queſtion, 
and vindicate the authenticity of 1 John V. 7. 
Afterwards having learned that Sir Iſaac 
Newton, Mr. Grieſbach, and others, had writ- 
ten upon the ſubject, he publiſhed a ſecond 
edition (8vo. 1786), with ſome alterations, 
and a conſiderable increaſe of bulk. | 

I had read, though without examining 
every minute particle of their reaſoning, 
Mill, Wetſtein, Newton, and I was fully 
ſatisfied of the ſpuriouſneſs of the verſe from 
my general recollection of their arguments. 
But I muſt thus far confeſs my obligations 
to Mr. Travis, that the appearance of his 
book induced me to reconſider the ſubject 
with a little more attention. In the courſe 


of 
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of this enquiry, I found ſuch aſtoniſhing in- 
ſtances of error, ſuch intrepid aſſertions con- 
trary to fact, that I almoſt doubted whether 
I were awake while I read them. But at laſt 
I diſcovered that Mr, Travis was a ſtranger 
to all criticiſm, ſacred and profane; and that 
he had read ſcarcely any thing even on the 
ſubject of the conteſted verſe, except Martin's 
publications. 'This diſcovery opened my eyes, 
and made me ſee why Mr, Travis was, as 
Profeſſor Michaelis rightly ſays, half a cen» 
tury behind-hand in his information, | 
The reader will hardly thank me for re- 
peating my own opinion of Mr. Travis; but 
it may amuſe him to know the ſentiments 
of learned foreigners. I ſhall therefore give 
ſome extracts, communicated to me by a 
friend, from Michaelis's Neuc Orienialiſche und 
Exegeiſſche Bibliotheh, Gottingen, 1786, p. 144. 
He ſays, that Mr. Travis is indiſputably 
half a century behind-hand in critical know- 
ledge; and, conſequently, unacquainted with 
matters univerſally known; a proof this, that 
the verſe 1 John V. 7. has more and warmer 
friends in England than in Germany.“ He 
declares that he ſhall not honour Mr. Travis 
. . 
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with a particular review, to the loſs of his 
own time, and of his reader's money and 
patience ; that moſt of Mr, Travis's argu- 
ments have been already anſwered, or given 
up by the very defenders of the verſe ; that 
if he were diſpoſed to re-examine the queſtion, 
he ſhould be obliged to tranſcribe his own 
jntroduclion, which Mr. Travis quotes in the 
Engliſh tranſlation of the firſt edition; but 
though he has not ſeen the laſt edition of 
1777, he might have found the particulars 
in other authors. He proceeds to remark 
how ſhamefully Mr. Travis treats Dr. Benſon, 
while he himſelf betrays a more blameable 
' Ignorance concerning the Slavonic verſion. 
After quoting Mr, Travis's words on that 

ſubject, Now,” ſays the Profeſſor, let 
any one compare my 88th ſection, and the 
note from Mr, Poletika's letter *, and judge. 
Eh I do 


® The ſum of Mr. Poletika's note is, that he believes 
x John V. 7. to have been inſerted in the Slavonic verſion 
during the life-time of the patriarch Nicon ; for it is in 
the edition of 1653, but not in the preceding editions 
printed at Meſcow and Kiow. All theſe editions Mr. 
Poletika poſſeſſes; he likewiſe poſſeſſes ſome MSS, of the 

5 Acta 
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I do not here nne of diſimulation, but 
of extreme ignorance.” P7097 

„ Apainſt Mr. Orieſbach, Mr. Travis writes 
with incredible ignorance. If Mr. Grieſbach 


chuſes to defend himſelf, he may; but I 
ſhould judge it perfectly needleſs. Why is 
there not. a word for or againſt Matthæi, an 
orthodox Athanaſian rejecter of the verſe? 
He wrote too in Latin, and might have been 


read by Mr. Travis, who feems to underſtand 
no living languages but French and Engliſh. 
But perhaps” (and I firmly believe the Pro- 
feflor in the right) „ Mr. Travis did not 


know that there was ſuch a man or ſuch : a 


book 1 in the world. Gy 


3 


Adds and Epiſtles written before the æra of printing; but 


neither in them, nor in any copies tliat ever came into his | 
hands, could he find the paſſage. | OT, 
Michaelis adds, that it is not in the Oſtrow edition, 
nor in ancient MSS. He doubts whether the edition of 
165 3 has it in the text or margin. I am almoſt perſuaded _ 
that it is in the margin, becauſe elſe I ſee no reaſon why 
the overſeers of the edition of 166; 3 ſhould not have taken 
It at once into the text, if they borrowed it from an edition | 
where it was already in full poſſeſſion. See the latter part | 
of my eighth ! letter. | 


« 35 5 


Mr. 
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Mr. Zoellner loudly : complains that Mr. 
Travis has not only disfigured his letter by 
errors of the preſs, but alſo mutilated it in 
ſuch a manner, as to make him appear the 
defender of a bad cauſe . He then adds 
that part of his letter which Mr. Travis had 
ſuppreſſed after the ſecond break in his Ap- 
pendix, p. 59. It conſiſts of two paragraphs, 
which together would have made, as I calcu- 
late, about thirty lines of Mr. Travis's book. 

Theſe are ſome of his words; Omnia hæc 
accuratius perpendenti, mihi quidem videtur, 
codicem Ravianum adhuc non ſatis certo pro 
apographo polyglottorum Complutenſium ha- 
ben.” Mr. Travis, by the prudent omiſſion 
of this heſitating ſentence, has made Mr. Zo- 
ellner ſeem to give a final opinion in favour 
of the genuineneſs of the MS. There is no 
mark of defect in the letter, as it is printed 
in the Appendix; ſo that the reader cannot 
help taking it for the whole that Mr. Zoellner 
wrote. Being curious therefore to know how 
Mr. Travis had expreſſed his promiſe to print 


* I had myſelf obſerved, that Mr. Zoellner was rather 
an advocate than a judge, Letter V. p. 123. 


the 


r 
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the letter, I turned to p. 304, and found this 


cautious note. Appendix, No. XXIII. 
where this letter is given more at large. 
But who would believe that in Mr. Zoellner's 
letter the following ſentence originally exiſted 2 


Exira omnem dubitationis aleam, fi nihil aliud; 
id quidem pofitumr eft, cadicem Ravianum in re 


critica vix ullius moment! eſſe ; non tam quod non 
vana ſuſpicione prematur, ſed quod valde recens 


fit, Stoſchio aliiſque judicibus, cerie poſt annum 


1453 fcriptus. Let any man believe Mr. 
Travis hereafter, when he talks of his own 
truth, candour, charity, and upright inten- 
tions, or when he is angry with others for 
their deficiency in thoſe qualities. Whenever 
I hear ſuch zealous ſticklers for truth, they 
bring to my mind thoſe undetected females 
who rail with all the bitterneſs and inſolence 
of conſcious virtue againſt the frailties of 
their leſs prudent ſiſters. Mr. Pappelbaum 
alſo wrote a letter to Mr. Travis on the ſub- 
ject of his book; but, as Mr. Travis has not 
thought fit to publiſh it, Michaelis promiſes 
to print it, if he can obtain the author's 
leaves 
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Meſſrs. Henke and Bruns, in their Annales - 
Literaris (Helmſtadt, May 1786, p. 385— 
394), have given a ſhort review of the ſame 
work. After quoting Mr. Gibbon's note, they 
proceed in this manner: Theſe few words 
of Mr. Gibbon, who perhaps never uttered 
more truth in his life, have fo vexed the 
writer. of theſe letters, that he has reſumed: 
the whole diſpute, as if it were ſtill unde- 
cided, and has brought forth this child of 
his diligence, or rather this abortion, with a 
vaſt body, but no brain. The ſingular 
good fortune of this work, to be twice pub- 
liſhed in a ſhort ſpace of time, has inſpired 
our artiſt with a wonderful confidence, which 
he himſelf profeſſes; others perhaps may call 
it impudence.“ They then give a brief ſketch 
of the work, with ſome proper remarks : 
they make themſelves very merry with Mr. 
Travis's ſuſpicions of Eraſmus and the argu- 
ment drawn from his Paraphraſes, together 
with the accurate chranology of making 
| Eraſmus publiſh his Paraphraſes in 1541, 
five years after he was dead, and twenty-one 
years after they were written. They laugh 
at Mr. Travis's credulity in relying upon 

Stephens's 


ai. PREPACE. 


Stephens's accuracy, and Beza's ocular in- 
ſpection of the 15, not 16 MSS. ; at his repe- 
tition of Martin's miſerable reaſons ;. at his 
appeal to L. Valla, and 2he. only edition extant. . 
in Europe; at his implicit truſt in the later 
Latins, Lyranus, Aquinas, Durandus, Lom- | 
bard, &c.; at his infallible method of arguing \| 
to prove that Walafrid Strabus found the hea- 
venly witneſſes in Greek MSS. With equal 
. contempt they paſs over his preference of the 
interpolated edition of Eucherius to the ge- 
nuine; his ſecurity in the prologue of Pſeudo- 
Jerome addreſſed to Damaſus (read Euſto- 
chium) ; his confidence in the teſtimony. of © 
Cyprian backed by Fulgentius, in the La- 
teran council, in the reviſion of Charlemagne, | 
the hiſtory of Victor, the Apoſtolos, the mo- 
dern Greek confeſſion of faith, &c. &c.x 
Though I had by ſome pains and ſtudy 
qualified myſelf to pronounce the ſame ſen- 
tence on Mr. Travis's book, I ſhould have 


—— 


* What theſe gentlemen ſay, in their conciſe manner, 
ſo well agrees with the obſervations ſcattered through the 
following letters, that, if J had met with their review x 
ſooner, I would have inſerted it entire, So 


ſtill 
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ſtil} kept my opinions to myſelf. My natural | 
indolence, my engagement in other ſtudies, 
my contempt of the work, hindered me from 
troubling the public with my thoughts. I 
read with a ſmile commendations* of Mr., 
Travis in print, and found no inclination to 
contradict opinions, which (with Vindex's 
leave) could only proceed from ignorance or 

bigotry. At laſt appeared, in the Gentleman's 
Magazine for Auguſt 1788, p. 700. a letter 
ſigned Eblanenſis, challenging Mr. Gibbon 
to come forth in perſon and break a lance 
with that valiant knight of the holy brother- 

hood, Mr. Travis. So much ignorance of 
the queſtion joined with an equal quantity of 
inſolence, as well to Mr. Gibbon as to others, 
excited my indignation, and raiſed an haſty 

reſolution of writing ſome remarks upon 
Mr. Travis's letters, and ſending them to the 

fame journal in which his own firſt letters, 
and this magnanimous challenge, had ap- 
| peared, I meant at firſt rather to expoſe 


* Gent. Mag. Aug. 1784, p. 565.—Aug. 1785, p. 
384.— Sept. 1785, P. 686, 687.— March 1787, p. 211. 


5 b = : Mr, 
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Mr. Travis's way of managing this contro- 
verſy, than to enter into the controverſy itſelf. 
But when J conſidered that it would be little 
more trouble to undertake the one than the 
other; that it would be a good deed to let 
the public know how far they might truſt 
big words and bold promiſes; that, though 
many were fitter for this taſk than myſelf, 
ſome were averſe to labour, and others per- 
haps afraid of conſequences ; when I conſi- 
dered all theſe things, I changed my plan, 
and determined, beſides occaſional animad- 
verſions on Mr. 'Travis, to give a general 


abſtra& of the main queſtion. Mea fuit ſem- 


per hac in hac re voluntas et ſententia, quemvis 
ut hoc mallem de us qui efſent 1donet, ſuſcipere 
quam me; me ut mallem, quam neminem. In 
conſequence of this reſolution, I inſerted ſeven 
letters (which make the five firſt of this 
collection) in the Gentleman's Magazine 
for October and December 1788, February, 
April, May, June, Auguſt, 1789. A gen- 
tleman who called himſelf Vindex, in the 


ſame Magazine for January 1789, p. 12. after 


mentioning « Mr. Gibbon's contemptuous 


inattention to Mr. Travis's irrefragable * de- 
fence, 


% 
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fence,” added the following note: *** A Cam- 
bridge correſpondent has not rendered it leſs 
ſo by his feeble ſtrictures in your nun 
for October laſt, p. 876. Dat veniam cor vis.“ 

J gave Vindex a gentle rebuke in my next 
letter (II. p. 17. ), but he was too headſtrong 
to take advice, and replied in the Gentleman's 
Magazine for March, p. 225. I ſhall only 
tranſcribe a part of his letter. | 


Mr. Urban, 

VPoour ©zealous, knowing, and diſ- 
creet correſpondent, in p. 101—105 of your 
laſt Magazine, who is happily exempt from 
* 5the weakneſs that fools call candour, is 
pleaſed to inſinuate that 7 ** bigotry” alone 
can ſupport the authenticity of the famous 
text 1 John V. 7. This ſurely is © ® the ex- 
ceſs of Chriſtian benevolence.” Let this lite- 
rary Goliath * beware of meaſuring the 
integrity of other men by his own narrow 
conceptions.” * * * * As to Mr. Travis, 
< 3-with whom I have not the pleaſure of be- 
ing acquainted,” T flatter myſelf that he will 
* "never be weary \ of anſwering” thoſe op- 


pohents who * are never weary of repeating 
82 b 2 the 


the ſame baffled and exploded reaſons: Con- 
temptuous inattention will juſtly be conftrued 
as a proof of conſcious impotence.” Let 
him therefore, compliments being paſſed, 
begin upon buſineſs.” To him it may be 
ſafely left. In the mean time, will you, 
Mr. Urban, adviſe” his ſupercilious. antagoniſt 
in a whiſper,” not to iſſue his dictates quafi 
er cathedra, though he may have a ſufficiency 
of learning to fill the chair. But does not 
his“ good mother” know him too well to 
place W in the chairs | Fenm paves in 
cornuu. 5 9 8. 89 
I quote this traſh 1 to ſhew bow 
ready any perſon is to decide upon theſe 
points, though neither qualified-by nature nor 
art for the diſcuſſion of them, and to think 
he benefits the world by publiſhing his opi- 
nion. As if truth in theſe caſes always 8 

pended upon a majority of voices! 
But being tired of this tedious method of 
publication,” I quitted it, as ſoon as I had 
finiſhed the ſubject of Greek MSS. with a 
promiſe to reſume the diſpute in another 
form. Some time afterwards, while theſe 
letters were in the pres Mr. Travis ſent to the 
Gentleman's 


<< 
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Gentlethan's Magazine for January 1790 ſuch 
+ defence of Stephens and Beza, as Martin 
himſelf would have e to father. He 
there repeated, almoſt word for word, what 

he bad: already ſaid in his book, and I had 
confuted. He had not even knowledge enough 
to ſee, or candour enough to own, the moſt 
palpable errors of the preſs ; but ſtill aſſumed, 
without ſhame, a- poſition in itſelf abſurd, 
and ſhewn by me to be totally groundleſs, 
the perpetual infallibility of Stephens's mar- 
gin. I replied in the next month minutely 
to every article of the defence; and, as Mr. 
Travis, in his zeal for Stephens's character, 
bad forgotten his own, I reminded him of a 
few offences that he had committed againſt 
his favourite virtue, Truth. But he declined 
my propoſal of retracting or defendiug his 


his aſſertions, by calling me Therſites, ſaying 


that he deſþ;ſed my railings, and making a ſort 
of promiſe, that when my volume came out, 
he would take it into conſideration. We ſhall 
therefore ſoon ſee what efforts his ingenious 
temper will make to N or excuſe 


his errors. 
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I here perform my promiſe, which per- 
haps Mr. Travis and my readers would have 
forgiven me for breaking. Such as theſe 
letters are, I deliver them to the judgment of 
the public. I ſhall make no profeſſions of 
diligence and fidelity, for two reaſons ; 1. be- 
cauſe I conceive, that ſuch a profeſſion is © 
always implied in the very circumſtance of 
becoming an author; and, 2. becauſe in the 


| preſent caſe it would be dangerous as well as 


unneceſſary. For all that are well acquainted 
with Mr. Travis's book would infallibly feel 
either their ſuſpicions rouſed, or their laugh- 
ter provoked, if I pretended, like him, that 
«Truth was the ſole aim, object, and end,“ 


of the following letters. But before I take 


my leave, I would gladly prevent two or 
three objections, which I foreſee ;——That 
I have treated a grave ſubje& with too much 
levity ; and a dignitary of the church with 
too much freedom; and, what is a much 
more grievous crime, that I may be thought 


to defend hereſy, and to attack the Catholig 


faith, 
To the firſt and ſecond objeAtions I 8 
that I could not treat the ſubject in any other 
manner, 
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manner, if I treated it at all. To peruſe ſuch 
a maſs of falſehood and ſophiſtry; and to write 
remarks upon it, without ſometimes giving 
way to laughter, and ſometimes to indigna- 
tion, was, to me at leaſt, impoſſible. For 
the firſt, let Tertullian * plead my excuſe. 
Si et ridebitur alicubi, materiis ipſis ſatigſiet. 
Mulia ſunt fic digna revinci, ne gravitate ado- 
-rentur. Vanitati proprie feſtivitas cedit. Con- 
gruit et veritali ridere, quia lætans; de æmulis 
ſuis ludere, quia ſecura eff. For the ſecond, I 
am perſuaded that every attentive reader, who 
believes me right in the ſtatement of my facts, 
and the tenour of my argument, will allow, 
that even harſher expreſſions would in ſuch a 
caſe be juſtified. Beſides, I confeſs, I never 
much admired that mock politeneſs, which 
expreſſes a ſtrong charge in a long-winded 
periphraſis of half a dozen lines, when the 
complete ſenſe might be conveyed in as many 
words. 18. 

Je ne puis rien nommer, fi ce weſt par ſon nom; 
Fappelle un chat un chat ***###### ## ##$#% 


Y * Adverſus Valentinianos, F 6, 
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Mr. Gibbon, after anſwering an accuſation 
brought againſt him by Mr. Davis, thus pro- 
ceeds : I diſdain to add a ſingle reflection: 
nor ſhall I qualify the conduct of my advere. 
fary with any of thoſe epithets, which might 
ſeem to be the expreſſions: of reſentment; 
though I ſhould be conſtrained to make uſe 

of them as the only terms in the Engliſh 
lauguage which could accurately repreſent 
my cool and-unprejudiced ſentiments,” T 1 
deſire to know whether Mr. Davis was at all 
obliged to Mr. Gibbon for this exertion of 
his good -· nature? Or who ſees not that ſuch 
moderation proceeds from malice, and is ouly 
affected in order to poſſeſs the reader with a 
more lively reſentment agaiuſt the offender 
As a river taſtes of the ſoil through which 
it laſt lowed, our ſtyle generally takes a tine · 
ture from the laſt book we read. This muſt 
be my excuſe, if I have too much diſre- 
garded the laws of civility, that by reading 
Mr. Travis, I have been inſenſibly infected 
with his ſpirit. But whatever apology. I awe 
to others on this ſcore, I owe none to him. 
He thinks himſelf authorized to treat the 
moſt eminent men for learning and virtue 


with 
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with the utmoſt contempt and inſolence. He 
is the laſt man that ſhould be permitted to 
be angry with others for railing. Idne alteri 
erimini dabis, quod eodem tempore, in eadem pro- 
ona iu ißſe feeifti audebiſne ita accuſare al- 
bonds a minus tute en e 
non pe? 18 } {df girog' 

The truth of the third jection 1-deny: 
x maintam that my book is virtually a defence 
of orthodoxy, He, I apprehend, does the 
beſt ſervice to truth, who hinders it from 
being ſupported by falſehood. To uſe a weak 
argument in behalf of a good 'cauſe, can 
only tend to infuſe a ſuſpicion of the cauſe 
itſelf into the minds of all who ſee the weak - 
neſs of the argument. Such a procedure is 
ſcarcely a remove thort of pious fraud. Pro 
Pienate nofira' tam multa ſunt vera, ut falſa tan- 
quam ignavi milites atque inutiles oneri fint magis 
quam aurxilio. What good can we expect to 
work upon heretics or infidels by producing 
the heavenly witneſſes? Will they ſubmit to 
diſpute with us, if we revive fuch ſtale and 
exploded reaſons? Will they not believe, or 
affect to believe, that this text is the only, 
at jonas the chief Pillar, of our faith, and 
9 * that, 


that, like Sir Martin Mar-all, we continue 
to fumble upon the lute, long after the muſic 
is over? 
What candour or wee in eee ex · 
clalms a Papiſt, can be expected from tho 
Proteſtant heretics, who. ſtill maintain the 
obſolete ſcandal of Pope Joan, which has 
been ſo frequently and fully confuted ? What 
Juſtice, might a Mahometan exclaim, can we 
hope from the Chriſtian dogs, who ſtill pro- 
pagate the ridiculous tale of the rer $ 
Pigeon ? | 106 
If any expreſſions o occur, a i "Do 0 5 
ſpeak ſlightingly of orthodoxy, let the reader 
conſider, that in diſputing againſt a paſſage 
generally ſuppoſed to favour the cauſe of or- 
thodoxy, my ſubject ſometimes compelled 
me to aſſume the perſon of an heretic. - But 
when, for the ſake of brevity, I uſe the word 
orthodoxy in a bad ſenſe, I mean, not that re- 
ſpectable orthodoxy, which defends the doc- 
trine of the Trinity with fair argument and 
genuine ſcripture ; but that ſpurious ortho- 
doxy, which is the overflowing of zeal with- 
out knowledge—which is not contented with 


our profeſſing the common faith, but would 
force. 
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force us to defend it by all and ſingular the 
arguments, whether weak or ſtrong, and all 
the texts, whether ſpurious or genuine, that 
have ever been employed in its defence; — 
which, whenever a rotten and ruinous out- 
work of religion is demoliſhed, utters as hi- 
deous a ſhriek, as if the very foundations of 
the building were ſhaken, and the church of 
| Chriſt nodded to her fall. 
Vet why defend Mr. Gibbon, an enemy? 
I do not defend Mr. Gibbon, except by acei- 
dent. I defend Eraſmus, Sir I. Newton, 
La Croze, Mr. Grieſbach, and other Christ 
zans. But where would have been the harm, 
if I had avowed myſelf the defender of Mr. 
Gibbon? Becauſe he is an enemy? For 
that very reaſon I would defend him. And 
I with that every writer who attacks the in- 
fidels, ' would weigh the accuſations, and 
keep a ſtrict watch over himſelf, leſt his zeal 
ſhould hurry him too far. For when an ad- 
verſary can effectually overthrow one ſerious 
charge out of ten brought againſt him, the 
other nine, though they may be both true and 
| Important, will paſs unheeded by the greater 


part of readers, | 
An 


xxviii P RE F A CE. 


An impartial judge, I think, muſt, allow, 
that Mr. Gibbon” 8 Hiſtory is one of the 
ableſt performances of its kind that has, ever 
appeared. His induſtry i is indefatigable; his, 
accuracy ſcrupulous ; his reading, which i in 
deed is ſometimes oftentatiouſly diſplayed, 
immenſe ; ; his attention always awake ; his 
memory retentive ; his ſtyle emphatic and; 
expreſſive ; his periods harmonious, His re- 
fictions are often juſt and profound; he 
pleads eloquently for the rights of mankind, 
and the duty of toleration; nor does his hu. 
manity e ever flumber, unleſs when women *®, 
are raviſhed, or the Chriſtians + perſecuted. 
Mr. Gibbon ſhews, it is true, ſo Aw s a. 
diſlike to Chriſtianity, as viſibly diſqualifies 
him for that ſociety, of which he has created, 
Ammianus Marcellinus preſident. I confeſs. 
that I ſee nothing wrong in Mr. Gibbon's 
attack on Chriſtianity. It proceeded, doubt 
not, from the pureſt and moſt virtuous mo- 
tive, We can only blame him for carrying 
| on the attack in an inſidious manner, and 


f LOOP * Chapter LVII. note 54 1 
1 See the whole ſixteenth Chapter. 
e | with 
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with: improper weapons. He often makes, 
when he cannot readily find, an occaſion to 
inſult our religion; which he hates ſo cor- 
dially, that he might ſeem to revenge ſome 
perſonal injury. Such is his eagerneſs in the 
cauſe, that he ſtoops to the moſt deſpicable 
| pun, or to the moſt aukward perverſion of 

language, for the pleaſure of turning * the 
Seripture into ribaldry, or of calling Jeſus + 
an impoſtor. ; 
Though his ſtyle i is in general correct and 
elegant, ks ſometimes draws out the thread of 
bis verbofity finer than the flaple of his argument. | 
In endeavouring to avoid vulgar terms, he 
too frequently dignifies trifles, and clothes 
common thoughts in a ſplendid dreſs, that 
would be rich enough for the nobleſt ideas. 
In ſhort, we are too often reminded of that 
great man, Mr. Prig, the auctioneer, & whoſe 
manner was ſo inimitably fine, that he had as 
much to ſay upon a ribbon as a Raphael. 

- Sometimes in his anxiety to vary his 
phraſe, he becomes obſcure ; and, inſtead of 


Chapter LIX. note 32. + Chapter XI. note 63. 
2 Love's Labour Loſt, $ Foote's Minor. 


calling 
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ealling his perſonages by their names, defines 
them by their birth, alliance, office, or other 
circumſtances of their hiſtory. Thus an ho- 
neſt gentleman is often deſcribed by a cir- 
cumlocution, leſt the ſame word ſhould 'be 
twice repeated in the ſame page. Sometimes 
epithets are added, which thg tenour of the 
ſentence renders unnecefſagg/ Sometimes in 
his attempts at elegance, he loſes fight of 
Engliſh*, and ſometimes of ſenſe. 
A leſs pardonable fault is that rage for in- 
decency which pervades the whole work, 
but eſpecially the laſt volumes. And, to the 
honour of his conſiſtency, this is the ſame 
man who is ſo prudiſh that he dares not call 
Beliſarius a cuckold, becauſe it is too bad a 
word for a decent hiſtorian to uſe. If the 
hiſtory were anonymous, I ſhould gueſs that 


Chapter XLVII. near note 19. Vet a latent and 
almoſt inviſible ſpark - ſtill lurted among the embers of 
controverſy.“ If it lurked, it was probably latent. Chap- 
ter L. near note 153. The author of a mighty revolu- 
tion appears to have been endowed with a pious and con- 
templative diſpoſition.” I might with equal want of pre- 
cifioa ſay of Mr. Gibbon, The author of a bulky hiſtory 
* to be perfectly free from ſuperſtition,” 


theſe 
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theſe diſgraceful obſcenities were written by 
ſome debauchee, who having from age, or 
accident, or exceſs, ſurvived the practice of 
leſt, ſtill indulged himſelf in the luxury of 
ſpeculation ; and expoſed the impotent imbeoillity, 
after he had loft the vigour of the paſſions. x 
But theſe few faults make no conſiderable 
abatement in my general eſteem. - Notwith+ 
ſtanding all its particular defects, I greatly 
admire the whole; as I ſhould admire a beau- 
tiful face in the author, though it were tar- 
niſhed with a few freckles; or as I ſhould 
admire an elegant perſon and addreſs, though 
they were blemiſhed with a little affectation. 
Vet, to ſay the truth, I have one cenſure 
in reſerve. A candid acknowledgment of 
error does not ſeem to be Mr. Gibbon's ſhining 
virtue. He promiſed + (if I underſtand him 
rightly) that in a future edition he would 
expunge the words, of Armenia, or make an 
equivalent alteration. A new edition has 
appeared; but 1 have looked in vain to find 


Junius. | 
- + Vindication, p. 75. Chapter X XV, near note 78. 


* : 1 2 cor- 


a correction of hs paſſage: Tam almoſt 
perſuaded, that the miſrepreſentation of Gen- 
nadius was not wilful; but that Mr. Gibbon 
tranſcribing the Greek from the margin of 
Petavius, wrote by miſtake aidoupa for air 
Forrrat, This error has now been ſo long 
- publiſhed, that it is ſcarcely poſſible to ſup- 
poſe him ignorant of the charge. He has 
had an opportunity of confeſſing and cor- 
recting the miſtake. Vet ſtill it * its 
Pei in the octavo edition. 

For my own part, having »rofeſſed in the 
following letters to retract any miſtake upon 
conviction, I here preſent the reader with a 
liſt of additions and corrections, which I have 
intermixed with the typographical faults. 
ERRATA, ADDENDA, CORRIGENDA. 


r. 7. 1. 2. * p · read Pp. N. B. 35, 16. the 9exceſs 
127, 375+ means the corre= 36, 15. The reader 

ponding pages of the two edi- 37, 1. ſame with 
tions; PP. g, 79+ mean pages of 42, 8, Aquinas, 

' the ſecond*edition ; and all fingle 44, 1. quotes 
references mean the ſecond edi- 49, 13+ that 
tion, when notice is not given co Si, 2. T7; 
to the contrary. ib. g. ele 


9. 19. for would read could, ib. 13. Tels do md h : 
21, 19. editions. $22 9. Martin, Verité, p · 98 
22, 18. „ thirty-ove © b. 11. ble 18 by 5 
24. ult. for 5 read 11. ib. 14 16. bv (let ; 

25, 8. are, Et $3) 7+ A 


5b. 20. I iow ib, 8. eic iunt 


$51 7+ 
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78, 7, a&yabiv g rue, 


B3, 20. for pp. read p, 


8 


1 4 


84, 13. manuſcript 


ib. pen. à. 16. 


91,5. Gal. IV. 14 
- 4b. 15, 80. XXI. 
ib. 23. IV. 31. 


94,9. where even 


98, 4. in cœlo, 


üb. 6, 7. Brugenſis's editions, 


9s 20. at laſt, 


110, 8. p. 27. 43» 


133, 22. I r 


140, 17, 18, 19. adds in Chrifto 


Feſu in the eighth verſe; which 
s added in the ſeventh by the 
author de Trinitate, publiſhed, 
together with the writer againſt 
Varimadus, by Chifflet. 
147, 6. farther, 
167, 17,18, Mark IV. q, &c. a great 
number of MSS. adds it in Matth. 
XIII. 23. XXV. ga. Luke 


182, 6. Add as a note Bengelius, 
who ſays on Apoc. XIII. 5. that 
Uſcan prints his additions in a 
different character, miſtook the 


edition of 1698 for Uſcan's. 
188, 16. My memory has here greſsly 
deceived me. For meant to print 


read printed, and blot aut the note. 


190, 14. ſcripture? 


$18, 14. add: And Mr. Gitclbech 


informs us, Symbol. Crit. p. 225. 


that the French King's MS. No. 


50. reads, xa} el Tei, 70 i el, 


the preciſe words quoted in the 


dialogue. 


- "theſis, the Emperor Juſtin 


722 


223, 6. add this nete From this 
place to |, 17. except the paren- 
J . has 

ſtolen word for word in his epiſ- 
tle to all the Chriſtians in the 


world; and towards the end of 


- the epiſtle employs almoſt the 
very words of the parentheſis, 
Evagrius Hiſt. Eccleſ. V. 4+» P» 
42. | 


229. 6. in the epiſtle for 


ib. 11. Inſtead of ſpurious J ought 
rather to have ſaid ix/erpy/ated, 
The words /icet carnaliter et vi- 
biliter corporis et ſanguinis Chriſti 
Jacramentum dentibus premant are 
rejected by all the MSS, (about 
twenty) that have been cdllated 
by the Louvain and the Paris edi- 
tors. Apuguſtize, Tract. in Joann. 
XXVI. near the end, 


236. Note +. Combefis, Græc. Patr. 


 AuQar. Noviſſ. Part II. p.215.- 
272, 7. On the word Father? add 
_ this note: * How caſily this miglit 
77 4 = will appear from the fol- 
. lowing paſſage of Epiphanius, 
' Har. LXVI. 69. p. 691: . 003; 
ya ive Lregog Bedg-—GMAG fig male 
iE ov rd mavla, nat gs Kyprog ld ode 
xpic dg, q od rd ia, nat iv meiue 
To A, &y ws T& ria, d oi 
Teidg, Ala h; Oeorn;, 
275. note 9. Hare. XXX. 30. p. 


156. 

292, 19. Read, for the ſake of clears 

Page! — to Set | 

293, 7. dele a - 

301, 26. Add this note on © monteſq; 

feros;“ I follow Markland's 
emendation, which Mr. Heyne has 
miſrepreſented. He imputes to 
Mark land an abſurd reading, on- 
teſ: feras, filvaſque, and con- 
demns the emendation for uts 
aukward arrangement of the 
mourners, in putting the wild 
beaſts between the mountains and 
woods, I mention this overkg ht, 
merely to ſtrengthen an opinion, 
which I have lopg entertained, 
and ſhallalways reſolutelydefend, 
THAT ALL MEN ARE LIABLE 
TO ERROR, .. 


313, 5. would have been, 
Cc 816. 


PREFACE. 


316. antep. or even | ſus Arianes; the author of which 
322, 11, 14. Prieſtley borrows the ſubſtance of great 
344 (or 345- for I have no proof by part of the third book, with ad- 


me}, after Rom. VIII. 16. add: ditions, tranſpoſitions, and altera- 
Compare alſo the nineteenth chap- tions; but he too is filent upon 
ter of the firſt book. And on the the text of the three heavenly 


end of the paragraph add this note: witneſſes. 


In Sirmand's works, Vol. I. p.377 334, 17. fifth. 
— 400, is an anonymous treatiſe, g81, 15. or by chance. 


entitled, Breviarium Fidei adver- 


If I diſcover any freſh miſtakes, I ſhall be 
happy to have an early opportunity of cor- 
recting them. I ſhould be extremely obliged 
to the candour or curioſity of the public, if 
they would give me this opportunity by call- 
ing for a ſecond edition. On that joyful oc- 
caſion, I engage to amend all the errors de- 
teſted in this book, either by myſelf or others. 
Nor will I blot out the traces of theſe errors, 
as if I was aſhamed of the common lot of 
authorſhip, but let them remain, and ſubjoin 
to each a correcting note. This will, I think, 
be the ſureſt pledge of the innocence of my 
intentions, if any of my miſtakes ſhould 
chance to wear a ſuſpicious appearance. With 
reſpect to a public confeſſion of error, I ſhould 
think it a duty, and not a merit, if I did 
not fee how reluctantly and ungracefully 
moſt men ſubmit to it. My example there- 
fore may perhaps conduce to the inſtruction 


"a 


PREFACE XXXV 


of younger or more baſhful authors, whom 
the dread of a recantation, natural in the 
outſet of a literary career, might tempt to 
dangerous and diſhoneſt concealments. I 
ſhould rejoice to be able to add, that my 
example may conduce to the inſtruction of 
poſterity, if I were not too well acquainted 
with the weakneſs both of my own and my 
adverſaries abilities, to nouriſh ſo groundleſs 
an hope. Mr. Travis and I may addreſs our 
letters to poſterity ; but hey wwill never be de+ 
livered according to the direction. 
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LETTER 1 
SIR, 


I AM of the ſame opinion with your friend 
Eblanenſis “ upon the paſſage quoted from 
Gennadius by Mr. Gibbon (which Mr. Davis + 
mentioned before you) and I think that Mr. 
Gibbon is bound in honour to retract and 
amend that ſentence of his hiſtory. I alſo 
think that Mr, Travis's book is a compoſition 
ſcarcely to be parallelled in any age, but not for 


* Gentleman's Magazine for Auguſt 1788, p. 701. 
+ Gentleman's Mag. 1782, p. 181. 1784. p. 419. 


B thoſe 


(2 3 
thoſe qualities which Eblanenſis 8 
For, in my judgment, the character which 
you give of Dr. Benſon's diſſertation (p. 98, 
221) will much better ſuit your own book; that 
5 for intrepidity of aſſertion, diſingenuouſneſs 
of quotation, and defectiveneſs of concluſion, 
it has no equal, ſtands: aloof beyond all pa- 
rallel, as far as my reading extends, either 
in ancient or modern times!“ 
Since this queſtion, after having been long 
decided, is now revived, I mean to trouble 
you with ſome animadverſions on your mas 
nagement of the controverſy. But firſt let me 
pay a juſt tribute of praiſe to your candid 
and ingenuous temper. You had got a con- 
ceit into your head, that Eraſmus did not - 
publiſh Valla's Commentary before 1526 ; 
and, in conſequence of this blunder, went 
on to charge Eraſmus with a wilful ſup- 
preſſion of the truth. Can a man, who writes 
of others at this rate, expect any tenderneſs 
tor his ow errors? When you found out, 
what you ought to have known long before, 
that Eraſmus did publiſh Valla in 1505, you 
omitted the paſſages in your book which con- 


tradicted that fact, but without making the 
| ſlighteſt 


L 8} 


| ſlighteſt apology for tais ſhameful treatment 
of Eraſmus. On the contrary, you labour 
to bring freſh proof of that arch-heretic's ro- 
guery. For it is a maxim with you, Sir, that 
all Arians are wholly poſſeſſed by the devil, 
and that it is impoſſible for them 10 quote fair- 
ly, to argue candidly, and to ſpeak truly, (p. 127, 
374.) While the orthodox may ſay what 
they pleaſe, and their bare word 1s taken 
without farther enquiry; nay, even Ame- 
lotte's teſtimony was urged as an argument 
in the firſt edition, but omitted in the ſecond, 
at the deſire perhaps of ſome cautious friend, 
who feared it would be too barefaced an in- 
ſult upon any tolerably well-informed' reader. 
In the 17th page of your ſecond edition you 
tell us, that you have omitted Amelotte's 
teſtimony, but being loth to give him up 
entirely, you add, the deductions from the 
whole of this accuſation and defence, ſeem 
to be greatly in favour of Amelotte.“ You, 
Sir, blame Eraſmus, p. 147. for giving up the 
conteſt in a moſt unchearful and diſingenuous man- 
ner. If Eraſmus were now alive, he might 
retort the accuſation with tenfold force againſt 
his accuſer. But to return. In the fifth page 
B 2 C 
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of the preface to your ſerond edition, you 
confeſs your miſtake about the time when 
Eraſmus publiſhed Valla's collation ; but, at 
the ſame time, you would fain make us be- 
lieve that you knew of its being publiſhed in 
1505, though not of its being publiſhed by 


Eraſmus. You talk of the only editi;n——m 


1505, which is, perhaps, to be found in England 
(if not in Europe.) What do you mean by 
the only edition in 1505? There never was but 
one edition in 1505. But if you mean copy, 
you might have ſpared your parenthefis, and 
corrected your miſtakes by looking into 
Wetſtein's Prolegomena, p. 55; who informs 
us, that he uſed a copy of that very edition. 
J intend, Sir, in due time, to produce other 
proofs that you have never read through 
Wetſtein's Prolegomena (whether from idle- 
neſs, or fear of being infected with the poiſon 
of Arianiſm, I leave to the conſideration of 
others); at preſent I ſhall content myſelf 
with one inſtance, that will ſerve to ſhew the 
extent and accuracy of your reading. Your 
predeceſſor Martin in his defence of the ſpu- 
rious verſe, 1 John, v. 7, had miſtaken the 
date of Mark's Goſpel for the date of the MS. 

itſelf, 


1 
itſelf, thus turning years in centuries (xg&) 
and St. Mark into the tranſcriber, as Wetſtein 
expreſſes it, Prol. p. 52. You copied this 
ridiculous blunder (errorem wvalde ridiculum, 
WerTsTEIN) which Soſipater expoſed in his 
remarks *. Now let the reader ſee with what 
grace a candid man retracts his error. Ed. 2. 
p. 158. “ The words reſpecting the date 
of this MS. which were copied from it in the 
former edition of theſe letters, are here omit- 
ted; becauſe they may + be applied to the 
time when St. Mark's Goſpel itſelf was ori- 
ginally wwriiten.” Diffident creature! you ſeem 
indeed ſtill to retain your former opinion, 
but will not poſitively aſſert that the words 
admit no other conſtruction, I ſincerely con- 
gratulate you om this acceſſion of knowledge, 
and conſequently of modeſty, I hope that 
in the next edition of your book you will be 
farther enlightened, ſo as to perceive that 
the words in queſtion can poſſibly mean nos 


* Commentaries and Effavs, Vol. I. p. 525. 

+ Ay, upon proof poſitive, it muſt; but upon proof 
preſumptive, it only may z that's a logical diſtinction, Ma- 
dam. Witwoud, in ConGReve's Way of the World. 
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thing but the time when the goſpel was firſt 
written by the evangeliſt. I hope too, that 
you will then have acquired a little more 
charity than you poſſeſs at preſent ; and that, 
from the recollection of your own blunders, 
you will find ſome ſofter names for the trif- 
ling flips of your adverſaries, than want of 
knowledge, or want of integrity (p. 39, 79.) 
„ But why,” you will ſay, „attack with 
ſuch violence errors which the author himſelf 
has corre&ed in a ſubſequent edition? why 
reproach a man with his fins after he has re- 
pented of them ?” Certainly, Sir, this would 
be unfair treatment, if you had -really and 
ſincerely repented of them. But repentance, 
I think, is never reckoned ſufficient without 
reparation. And what reparation have you 
made? You publiſh letters to Mr. Gibbon, 
in which Eraſmus, Dr. Benſon, la Croze, 
Simon, Bowyer, and Mr. Gibbon himſelf; 
are frequently taxed, in the plaineſt terms, 
with 1gnorance or diſhoneſty. In a queſtion 
that branches itſelf out into ſo. many minute 
particulars, it is difficult for the moſt cautious 
or ſagacious critic to ſteer clear of all miſtakes, 
He might hope, however, in caſe of error, for 
5 a milder 


1 


a milder alternative (or, if you pleaſe, 7wo 
milder alternalives, p. 9, 79, 80, 143, 325, 
326) than what you, Sir, have thought fit to 
grant thoſe unhappy men. Did it never oo- 
cur to you, while you were reviſing your own 
work, and correcting ſome of the moſt no- 
torious errors, that it was poſſible for the of- 
fences, which you punith in others with ſuch 
ſeverity, to be the mere offspring of inadver- 
tence and human infirmity ? For haſte you 
would hardly admit as a good excuſe ; at leaſt 
you ſeem to have diſclaimed this plea for 
yourſelf, p. 127, 375, though your friend 
Eblanenſis is not aſhamed to make this 
wretched apology for you. Would you be 
content to have theſe miſtakes urged againſt 
you as arguments of your own want of know- 
ledge, or want of integrity ? And why ſhould 
you think leſs favourably of others, unleſs 
plain proof appears to the contrary ? As to 
your correcting your errors upon due notice 
and conviction, I would applaud you to the very 
echo, that ſhould applaud again, but not with- 
out inſiſting on two conditions: 1. That you 
ſhould fairly, without ſhuffling or prevaricat- 
ing, recant; 2. That you ſhould, in errors 

B 4: of 
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of any moment, give a ſeparate ſet of addi- 
tions and corrections for the uſe of the pur- 
chaſers of the former edition. For whoever 
reads the former without the latter, which is 
likely enough to happen, will be as liable to 
believe and ſpread its errors, as if the latter 
had never been publiſned. Till theſe condi- 
tions are fulfilled, I ſhall look upon myſelf as 
fully authorized to cenſure the faults of the 
firſt edition, whether they be corrected in the 
ſecond or not. That one of theſe conditions 
has not been fulfilled, is plain to every body. 


That the other has not, I think will be plain, 


partly from what I have already ſaid, and 
partly from what J am going to ſay. | 
You confidently affirm, in the preface 
to your ſecond edition, that the errors there 
mentioned do xoT at all affeft the great queſ- 


ion. The oppoſers of the doubtful text 


had concluded that Bede knew nothing of it, 
becauſe in his commentary upon the fifth 


chapter of the firſt Epiſtle of John, he is very 
diffuſe upon the ſixth and eighth verſes, but 


makes no mention of the ſeventh. No!“ ex- 


claim you boldly without underſtanding a 
ſyilable of the matter, © they might as well 
| argue, 
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argue, that Bede knew nothing of John VIII. 
53, 54. Acts II. 12—22. Rom. I. 20—22. 
becauſe he makes no mention of ſuch paſ- 
ſages in his Commentary.“ This remark and 
theſe citations are ſuppreſſed in the ſecond 
edition: in the preface to which you ſay, if 
I take your meaning rightly, that this error 
aroſe from truſting implicitly to the infor- 
mation of others. Now I would fain know 
two things: 1. Upon whoſe information you 
made the aſſertion; 2. If you took it from 
Martin, as I ſuſpect (Diſſ. Part. 2. c. 5. p. 
196.) how it came to paſs that you changed 
1 Pet. to Rom. Martin quotes, for examples 
of Bede's omiſſions, 1 Pei. I. 20—22. Fohn 
VIII. 53, 54+ Acts II. verſes 12 e les ſuivants 
Juſg' au 23.) Suppoling this remark to be true, 
it might, perhaps, ſeem plauſible enough to 
ſay, that nothing would be preſumed againſt 
any particular verſe from Bede's filence, be- 
cauſe he has omitted many other paſſages, 
which yet all critics believe to be genuine. 
But if the premiſes be withdrawn, what be- 
comes of the concluſion ! Did you mean to 
prove any thing when you made this obſer- 
vation? If you meant it for a proof, ſurely 
| your 
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your main argument muſt be weakened in 
proportion to the weight that ſuch a proof 
would have had, if the facts, on which it is 
grounded, were admitted. Still I agree, that 
the expulſion of theſe errors has not enfeebled or 
impaired your argument. And, while I am in 
the generous humour of making conceſſions, 
J will farther allow, that the cauſe which 
you have eſpouſed would have been 1n full as 
good a ſituation, if you had never written in 
its defence. When firſt I read your preface, 
I thought that, not having Bede's Works in 
your poſſeſſion, you had enquired of ſome 
perſon at Oxford, (perhaps the ſame. who 
gave you ſo exact an account of the only edi- 
tion of Valla) and that this perſon had led you 
into the miſtake. But being now convinced 
that you took your citations from Martin, 
J would gladly learn, why you expreſſed 
yourſelf in ſuch vague terms as, the other 
miſtake aroſe in the ſame manner.” Why 
did you not rather ſay, © the other miſtake 
I copied from Martin.” I think I can gueſs 
the reaſon of this management. Such a con- 
feſſion would have ſhewn you to be a ſervile 
copier, a blind follower of the blind, and 

would 


1 * 
would have drawn upon you the ſame cen- 
ſure that you have paſſed upon Dr. Benſon, 
p. 56, 119. If you demand, and certainly 
you have a right to demand, why I inſinuate 
ſo injurious a ſuſpicion, I ſhall at preſent 
refer you to pages 13 and 76 of your former 
edition. (See hereafter, Letter V.) If you 
are not ſatisfied with this anſwer, I promiſe 
to give you ou ſome additional reaſons for my 
opinion, before I end my remarks upon you. 
Another diſtinguiſhing quality of your ex- 
traordinary compoſition 1s what the baſe vulgar 
would call canting, For inſtance : Theo- 
% dore Beza, whoſe erudition and piety * 


His piety was ſo fervent, that an inſtance or two of 
it may not be amiſs. He wrote a book to prove, that he- 
retics may juſtly be puniſhed with death. . It is well known 
that Servetus was grievouſly afflicted with that peſtilential 
diſorder, hereſy. Calvin preſcribed roaſting by a ſlow fire, 
as an effectual cure, which was accordingly tried, but the 
patient unluckily happened to die in the operation. Beza, 
ſpeaking of this accident, in a note, on 2 Pet. I. 4. face- 
_ tiouſly adds, and yet there are ſome who think the good 
man forſooth was very ill uſed.” Emlyn indeed, Vol. IT, 
p. 253, is pleaſed to complain of this as a cruel ſcoff, but 
he had no taſte for raillery. I muſt own, to the diſgrace 
of piety and orthodoxy, that Beza omitted this ſentence in 
his latter editions. 
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© did honour to the age, &c.“ p. 6. The 
celebrated Durandus, p. 20. This ce- 
lebrated commentator”” (Walafrid Strabo) 
p. 23. % The good Eucherius — * there 
«© was not a biſhop more revered for learn- 
ing and piety.” The pious Jerome,” p. 
32. * This holy martyr” (Cyprian) p. 37. 
Jerome ſpeaks in theſe glowing terms“ 
(glowing indeed!) “ Qui fic non credit, 
& alienus a Chriſto eſt,” p. 108, But 
enough of this drudgery. Neither ſhall I 
take any notice of your confuſed manner of 
ſtating the objections of the adverſaries. One 


„ 


ry 
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thing ought to be recorded to the honour of 


your diligence and learning, that at firſt you 
either knew not or entirely neglected, New- 
ton, De Miſſy and Grieſbach, and very rare- 
ly conſulted Emlyn, Bengelius, and Wetſtein, 
In your ſecond edition, p. 17, you tell us, 
that you are indebted for the knowledge of 


De Miffy to Maty's Review. I ſhall not expect 


the reader to believe, but upon the teſtimony 


of his own eyes, that in Mr, Gibbon's note 


upon the very paſſage of his hiſtory, which 


gave occaſion to Mr. Travis to expoſe him- 


ſelf in print, there is an accurate reference 
= 


LY 

to De Mifly ; nor ſhall I expect him to be- 
lieve, but upon the ſame teſtimony, that 
you, Sir, have favoured us with that ſelf- 
fame note in p. 367. But you ſeem to have 
too high a ſpirit to receive inſtruction from 
an enemy. I ſhall leave you, for this time, 
with the following dilemma. Tf you have 
read through De Miſſy's Letters in the Journal 
Britannique, either your ſenſe or your ho- 
neſty is in imminent danger: your ſenſe, 
that you have not ſeen cauſe to make more 
alterations in your book; your honeſty, that 
having ſeen cauſe, you have ſuffered the ob- 
noxious paſſages, to remain unaltered. But if 
you have not yet read through De Miſſy's Let- 
ters, I call upon you to juſtify your indolence 
to the public; an indolence, which in any 
writer, who aſpires to the charaQter of a 
patient and impartial inveſtigator (p. 375) 
amounts to a criminal inattention. Sed hac 
fwerit nobis, tanquam levis armature, prima 
orationis excurſio ; nunc comminus agamus, expe- 
riamurque, fi poſſimus cornua commovere diſputa- 
Hons tuæ. | 
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POSTSCRIPT. 


EYPHKA! What I deſpaired af finding, 
chance at laſt threw in my way. Many 
fleepleſs nights did I paſs in endeavour- 
ing to diſcover why Mr. Travis, in copy- 
ing Martin, ſhould change 1 Pet. into Rom. 
But looking into the Engliſh tranſlation of 
Martin's book, I ſaw the reafon of the 
miſtake. The tranſlator, p. 108, inſtead 
of ſaying St. Peter's ht Epiftle, ſays, St. 
Paul's fr Epiſtle. Mr. Travis ſolidly reaſon- 


ed, that St. Paul's firſt Epiſtle was in our 


Teſtaments the Epiſtle to the Romans; ſet 
it down without farther enquiry, and fulfilled 
the old adage by robbing Peter to give to 
Paul. Are Bede's Works ſo very ſcarce or 


_ expenſive, that they were inacceſſible to Mr. 


Travis? Had he no correſpondent at Cam- 
bridge or Oxford to examine them for him? 
Or could not THE (where merit is pre- 
eminently conſpicuous, epithets are needleſs) 
„ PRELATE, to whom Mr. Travis's work is 
„ humbly inſcribed,” p. 357, lend him a 
copy ? Gentle reader, admire this patient 


and impartial inveſtigator, who takes a quo- 
tation 


18 


tation at ſecond-hand, and that he may 


enjoy every poſſible opportunity of blunder- 


ing, conſults even the copy of a copy. 
Thus in his firſt edition, p. 76. he quotes 
evriauw for , a mere typographical 
error in the Engliſh tranſlation of Martin. 
To the ſame cauſe are owing the quotation 
and reference, both inaccurate, p. 74, 164. 

N. B. See Vindex's remark upon the 
former part of this letter, in the preface, or 
in the Gentleman's Magazine for January, 


1789, p-. 12. 
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LETTER II. 


STR, 


I HEREBY give notice, once for all; 
to you and my contain that I pretend not 
to produce any new arguments upon ſo 
beaten a topic as I have choſen. It will be 
enough for me, if I can collect what is ſcatter- 
ed through many works; diſpoſe in a better 
order, or ſet in a clearer light, what others 
have written; ſo that thoſe who want 
leiſure or courage to wade through the 
whole controverſy may form ſome general 
notion 'of the diſpute, without the labour 
of collecting and comparing a multitude of 
polemical authors, or the danger of being 
miſled by the hardy affertions of a partial 
and ſophiſtical declaimer. Perhaps, after this 
confeſſion, I ſhall be thought to ſtand in 
need of ſome excuſe. I ſhall therefore ſhelter 
myſelf under the example of Mr. Travis, 


"oo has himſelf condeſcended to pick up the 
„„ blunted 
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[TY 
blunted weapons that poor Martin wielded 
without ſucceſs, and to brandiſh them againſt 
the Philiſtines. As the orthodox * are never 
weary of repeating the ſame baffled and ex- 
ploded reaſons, we heretics muſt never be 
weary of anſwering them. For ſilence, as I 
learn from you, Sir, p. 369, 1s * a proof of 
conſcious impotence. ] once thought that it 
might ſometimes proceed from contempt *. 
But leſt you ſhould be wiſe in your own con- 
ceit, you ſhall be anſwered. I call myſelf 
an heretic, becauſe I know that the diſbelief 
of the authenticity of this text 1s the Shib- 
boleth of the. party; and that it would be 
equally abſurd and fruitleſs, after the raſh 
and unguarded opinion that I have advanced, 


* Vindex alſo, * with whom I have not the pleaſure of 
being acquainted, in the Gent. Mag. 1789, p. 12, attributes 
Mr. Gibbon's inattention, with great juſtice, in my opinion, 
to contempt. In anſwer to Vindex's note, I would * ad- 
viſe him in a whiſper, to temper his zeal with a little know- 
ledge and diſcretion. I muſt tell him at the ſame time, 
that the Hñrictures, which he obligingly calls feeble, did not 
profeſs to 'enter into the merits of the cauſe, but only to 
convict Mr. Travis of ignorance and prevarication : in 
which, if I am not miſinformed, they have had ſome 
ſucceſs. 


= | to 


cd a ns » pos 2 
—— = cal p 
q —é— 2 ˙¹·wmwm TT. EEE 


1 


3 
——— ß ̃ ̃ . Hoo eat Rc 


- 


2 — 


— — . 2ne: > 2 


— — A 464 


8 — — 


1 


to make any proteſtations of innocence. 


„It were to be wiſhed,” ſays Martin, 


* that this ſtrange opinion had never 
% quitted the Arians or Socinians; but we 
& have the grief to ſee it paſs from them to 
& ſome Chriſtians, who though content to 
< retain the doctrine of the trinity, abandon 
* this fine paſſage, where that holy doctrine 
« is ſo clearly taught. They have, however, 
„ the misfortune to find themſelves confounded 
& with the ſecret enemies of the doctrine. lu 
vain may Simon, La Croze, Michaelis, and 


Grieſbach, declare their belief of the doctrine; 


they muſt defend it in the catholic manner, 
and with the catholic texts: nor is all this 
enough; but in defending the genuineneſs of 
a particular text, they muſt uſe every one of 
the ſame arguments that have already been 
uſed, without rejecting any upon the idle 
pretence that they are falſe or trifling. I 
pity Bengelius. He had the weakneſs 
(which fools call candour) to reje& ſome of 


the arguments that had been employed in 


defence of this celebrated verſe, and brought 
upon himſelf a ſevere but juſt rebuke from 
Z | an 


EL, > 
an oppoſer of De Miſſy * (Journ. Brit. X. p. 
133) ; where he is ranked with thoſe, ** who 
under pretext of defending the three hea- 
<« venly witneſſes with moderation, defend 
% them fo gently, that a ſuſpicious reader 
might doubt whether they defended them 
in earneſt; though God forbid that wwe ſhould 
«© wiſh to inſinuate any ſuſpicion of Mr. Benge- 
„ lius's orthodoxy.” You fee, Sir, what a miſ- 
take J have made in taking my ſide of the 
queſtion. But there is no help; it is too late 
to recant. Fortem hoc animum tolerare jubebo, 
et quondam majora tuli. I wiſh your friend 
Eblanenſis had favoured us with the names 
of thoſe eminent men who are convinced by 
the extenfive learning and cloſe reaſoning for 
which your work is ſo remarkable. They 
mult have been candid perſons, and extremely 


* De Miſſy's fate too has been ſomewhat hard. He 
was bold enough to attack Amelotte's veracity and Mar- 
tin's underſtanding, This provoked a neſt of hornets. 
Four anonymous writers fell upon him ; three with per- 
ſonal abuſe ; the fourth (who is here quoted) with ma- 
lignity under the maſk of moderation, 5 


E 2 open 
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open to conviction, * I will mention as 
many as I can recolle& at preſent, who have 
publicly declared themſelves on your fide : 
Biſhops Horſley and Seabury, Bamptonian 
Lecturers, Dr. Croft, and Mr. Hawkins ; : 
and laſtly, Sir, our good mother pays a I 
due reſpe& to the merit of her. fon. For I ; 
am credibly informed, that on the zoth f 
November 1788, at Great St. Mary's Church, : 
Cambridge, the Rev. Mr. Coulthurſt told a . 
The excellent Dr. Waterland being complimented 
by Whiſton and Emlyn (ſee Emlyn, Vol. II. p. 236.) for 
his impartiality in not inſiſting upon this text, thought pro- 
per in his « Importance of the Doctrine of the Trinity,“ 
p · 271, to be convinced by Twells that it was genuine. [As 
I mean to acknowledge a miſtake or to ſupply a defect, 
whenever I perceive it, I think it neceſſary to obſerve, that 
the foregoing note contains the truth indeed, but not the 
Whole truth, For I have ſince learned that Dr. Water- 
land had declared himſelf in favour of the ſpurious verſe 
in the year 1723, but in a more guarded. and doubtful 
+ To theſe I ought perhaps to add the anonymous au- 
thor. of * A Summary of the moſt intereſting Evidence 
on a moſt important Tryal,” who calls Mr. Travis's 
book, p. g. a maſterpiece of reaſoning and compoſition. But 
whether he be in jeſt or earneſt, depends upon a previ- 
ous queſtion. | | 


brilliant 
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brilliant and crowded, as well as a learned 
audience, that “the authenticity of 1 John V. 
7, has been clearly and ſubſtantially eſtabliſh- 
ed.“ When Eblanenſis ſhall be pleaſed to 
increaſe this liſt with the names of his con- 
verts of the firſt eminence, they will all to- 
gether compoſe a very amiable ſet, and en- 
tirely free from ? bigotry. And now, Sir, * 
compliments being paſſed, I ſhall begin upon 
buſineſs. | 
Mr. Gibbon affirmed in that ſentence, 
vpon which Mr. Travis has written a long 
commentary, that the memorable text of the 
three heavenly witneſſes is condemned by 
the ſilence of Greek MSS. of verſions, and of 
fathers. In a note, he explains his ſenti- 
ments more openly with reſpect to the Greek 
Ms. and the origin of the verſe in our pre- 
ſent edition. A writer in the Gentleman's 
Magazine (Nov. 1732, p 521) to whom you 
yourſelf referred in your firſt edition, p. 30» 
ſufficiently juſtified Mr. Gibbon upon the 
ſubje& of the offenſive note. Since the ex- 
ternal authority of any text in ſcripture is 


. founded on the concurrence of ancient MSS. 


of ancient verſions, and citations of ancient 
C 3 writers, 
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writers, it will readily be granted, that where- 
ever any of theſe three pillars of evidence be 
withdrawn or weakened, the ſuperſtructure 
which they were intended to ſupport, muſt 
totter of courſe; and that if all three be un- 
ſound, it muſt be in great danger of fal- 
ling. 

Let us then enquire into the Greek MSS. 
ſuppoſed to contain the diſputed verſe. You, 
Sir, reckon up ſeven belonging to Valla, 
one to Eraſmus, ſome (you are ſo modeſt, 
you will not ſay, p. 280, how many) to the 
Complutenſian editors, ſixteen to Robert 
Stephens, and ſome that the Louvain di- 
vines had ſeen. You afterwards make, p. 
282—5, a very pretty calculation (for you 
are an excellent arithmetician) and find that, 
thirty-one [MSS.] out of eighty-one, or (more 
than) zhree out of eight, or (nearly) ONE HALF 
of that wHOLE NUMBER,—aCtually did ex- 
hibit, or do exhibit, the verſe 1 John, V. 
7 !” Inquiſitive people will ſay, how hap- 
pens it that none of theſe MSS. now re- 
main, except the Dublin copy, which Wet- 
ſtein is ſo cruel as to attribute to the ſix- 


| teepth century ; for concerning the Berlin 
| . 
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MS. they will, I fear, rather chuſe to believe 
La Croze and Grieſbach than Martin and Mr. 
Travis. But the anſwer is eaſy. . They 
are loſt. Either they have been burned, or 
have been eaten by the worms, or been 
gnawed in pieces by the rats, or been rotted 


with the damps, or been deſtroyed by thoſe 


peſtilent fellows the Arians; which was 
very feaſible ; for they had only to get into 
their power all the MSS. of the New Teſ- 
tament in the world, and to mutilate or de- 
ſtroy thoſe which contained an des plus beaux 
paſſages dans . PEcriture Sainte *. Or, if all 
theſe poſſibilities ſhould fail, the devil may 
play his part in the drama to great advan- 
tage. For it is a fact of which Beza pofi- 
tively aſſures us, that the devil has been tam- 
pering with the text, 1 Tim. III. 16; and 
that Eraſmus lent him an helping hand. 


Beza indeed, being a man brimful of can- 


dour, ſubjoins, that he believes Eraſmus aſ- 
ſiſted Satan unwittingly + This perhaps 
| ay 


* Martin, 
+ A diabolo depravatum : cui ſane hac in parte (dicam 
enim libere quod res eſt) ſuam operam impruden3 quidem 
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may be ſome excuſe for Eraſmus. But what 
hopes of ſalvation are left for your Wetſteins, 
your Grieſbachs, your Soſipaters, who have 
the front to perſiſt in their damnable errors; 
the two firſt in ſpite of 350 pages of Berri- 
man, the other in ſpite of 400 of Mr. Travis. 
After all, I rather prefer the ſuppoſition that 
the Arians deſtroyed the ſaid MSS. becauſe it 
ſhews the orthodox in fo ſuperior a light; 
who have not, to my knowledge at leaſt, 
deſtroyed a ſingle MS. that omitted their 
darling text, while the Arians, in leſs than 
a century and half, ſupprefled thirty that 
contained it. Yet let us hear what may be 
ſaid in their favour ; not out of tenderneſs to 
them (they deſerve no mercy) but merely 
for our own juſtification. 

The earlieſt collator of Greek Mss. of the 
New Teſtament was Laurentius Valla, who 
had ſeven, according to you, Sir, p. 18. For 
this, p. 144, you quote his note on John VII. 
29, where it ſeems, Valla “ poſitively af- 


(fic enim arbitror ) ſed ſuam operam tamen Eraſmus com- 
modavit. In Beza's firſt edition it is, $1C ENIM MAL@ 
ARBITRARI. Lenior et melior fis accedente ſenetta ! _ 
above, Letter I. p. 5, note; 

firms“ 


1 
firms” it. I can ſee no pgſtiveneſi in Valla's 
expreſſion; however, it is a word of exceed- 
ing good command, and is of great uſe elſe- 
where, as in pp. 178, 247, 280, 296. But 
I ſee a great deal of pofttrueneſ5 in the aſſer- 
tion, that this paſſage was found in all Yalla's 
MSS. and is commented upon by him, p. 19. 
Valla's words are, [Et bi tres unum ſunt] 
Grace eff, ET HI TRES IN UNUM SUNT, eis To & 
ici. Now, Sir, point out, if you can, a ſingle 
Greek MS. in which the ſeventh verſe is, 


thus read. (I except the Complutenſian in- 


viſibles.) Explain why R. Stephens's ſixteen 
MSS. ſhould, according to your own hypo- 
theſis, all agree in the other reading, which 
is now adopted for text by common conſent. 
One very notable circumſtance in the copies 
is, that they are ſuch gregarious animals. 
All Valla's MSS. agree in having in unum, 
eis 76 i 4i04i0w, in the ſeventh verſe; and all 
the Complutenſian agree with them in this 
variation, and with one another, as well as 


with the Dublin copy, in omitting the final 
clauſe of the eighth verſe. Seven of R. 


Stephens's MSS. omit the words # rut eypaywi, 
and the other nine, if we may believe Mr. 
| Travis, 
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Travis, for Martin is not quite ſo ſanguine, 
correſpond with the received reading. All 
the reſt of the Greek MSS. which, if I have 
counted right, amount to ninety-ſeven *, 
ancient and modern, oriental and occidental, 
good, bad, and indifferent, do with one con- 
ſent, wholly omit the ſeventh verſe, and the 
words # n y of the eighth. You have ſaid 
I know, P. 339, that the words # v yi ſeem 
to have been omitted in a few copies only. 
But this is a little pious fraud, which is very 
excuſable, when it tends to promote the cauſe 
of truth and the glory of God. If you think 
this charge of fraud too ſevere, I ſhall be 
very happy to ſeize the ſlighteſt probabilities 
that may acquit you of ſo odious an imputa- 
tion, and ſhall acquieſce in the milder accu- 
ſation of ſhameful and enormous ignorance. 
But be this aſſertion of yours owing to fraud 
.or to ignorance, I defy you to ſpecify a ſingle 
Greek MS. that omits the ſeventh verſe, and 
retains theſe words. Simon indeed mentions 
No. 2247, 48 having the words, 7% ; but 


This muſt be underſtood only of Mr. Grieſbach's 
liſt. See a more exact computation at the end of Let- 
ter V. | | | 
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it ſeems to be a miſtake committed in the 
hurry of copying, and to have proceeded from 
the idea of the vulgar reading, which was 
then preſent to his mind: 1. Becauſe F. Le 
Long (Emlyn Vol. II. p. 277.) teſtifies, that 
having looked over all the MSS. quoted by 
Simon, he could find & ur nt in none of 
them: 2. Becauſe Mr. Grieſbach, who has 
re-examined the fame MSS, with a particu- 
lar view to this paſſage, ſets down No. 2247, 
as in perfect harmony with the reſt, with- 
out taking notice of any variation. It is now 
high time to awake you, Sir, from your nap, 
and to inform you, that Valla's note is writ- 
ten upon the eighth and not the ſeventh verſe. 
This is acknowledged by Martin, who, 
though a ſimple man, and totally deſtitute 
of taſte and criticiſm, had yet more learning 
and honeſty than his humble 1mitator. Martin 
_ ouly argues that Valla had the ſeventh verſe 
in his Greek copies, becauſe Valla is quite 
filent. This argument, as every body knows, 
that knows any thing of collations, 1s very 
deceitful ; for in half the collations that ever 
were made, and more eſpecially the nearer 


we mount to the reviyal of letters, the editors 
and. 


28 
and critics conſulted their MSS. only upon 
difficult places, or where they themſelves 
felt any curioſity. And to conclude that 
Valla or any critic of that age, had any par- 
ticular text in his MSS. becauſe he does not 
_ expreſsly ſay that they omitted it, is to puſh a 
negative argument much farther than it will 
go by its own ſtrength. But I ſhall fpeak 
more fully on this head, when I come to 
treat of R. Stephens's edition. Meſſieurs 
Martin and Co. ſeem at other times to decry 
all negative arguments; but that is only when 
the inference bears hard upon their favourite; 
when the admiſſion of ſuch an argument 
ſuits their purpoſe, they are as vigilant in 
ſeizing it, and as adroit in managing it as 
heart could wiſh. ' You will ſay, pp. 288, 
313, (for you have a fine bold way of talking) 
that the invariable tenor * of the eighth verſe 
in the Latin Vulgate is, with ſo few excep- 
tions as not to merit notice, in unum ſunt;“ 
and conſequently that Valla, who quotes 
ſimply, unum funt, without the prepoſition, 


Mr. Travis had the aſſurance to aſſert this without 
any limitation, Ed, i. p. 100. 
from 
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been the Latin, muſt mean the ſeventh, and 
not the eighth verſe. I muſt deſire you to 
produce a competent number of authorities 
for this invariable tenor. I have ſeen, I be- 
lieve, as many MSS. of the Latin Vulgate as 
you. I have compared moſt of the editions 
printed in the fifteenth century, and many 
ſubſequent to that era ; particularly ſuch as 
have various readings ; I have examined the 
early French, Italian, and Engliſh verſions 
(which were all made from copies of the 
Vulgate) and I ſolemnly declare, that I have 
not been able to find, eyen 1n a ſingle copy, 
even as a variation, that reading which Mr, 
Travis affirms to be the fwariable tenor of the 
eighth verſe, Will he prove it to us? He dies 
not attempt it. He truſts to find readers as full 
of zeal as himfelf; and then—no proof avill be 
a nerds * | 


The 


This decent language is applied to Dr. Benfon, p. 83, 
182. I ſhall here propoſe a conjefture, how Mr. Travig 
fell into this ſtrange miſtake. He knew nothing of the 
Latin copies : he ſcorned to foil his hands with muſty 
MSS. and editions; but Mr. Bowyer had ſaid (falſely 


indeed) that Cyprian has quoted tres IN unum ſunt; and 
: aftere 


E 


The whole queſtion is reduced to one point. 
Valla ſays nothing of this verſe in his col- 
lation. Is his ſilence a good proof that the 
verſe was in his Greek copies? By no means. 
That exactneſs of collation which is now juſt- 
ly thought neceſſary, was, unhappily, never 
attempted by the critics of the fifteenth and 
ſixteenth centuries. The method in which 


Valla performed his taſk was, probably, to 


chuſe the MS. that he judged to be the beſt, 


to read it diligently, and wherever he was 


ſtopped by a difficulty, or was deſirous to 


| know how the ſame paſſage was read in other 


Latin or in the Greek MSS. to have recourſe 


afterwards had ſuppoſed that Cyprian referred 'to the 
eighth verſe, Mr. Travis ſeems to have joined theſe pro- 
poſitions together, and thence to have concluded that the 
reading of the Vulgate was IN unum ſunt; in which opi- 
nion he might perhaps be confirmed by finding it thus 
quoted in the treatiſe de Baptiſmo, annexed to Cyprian's 
works. Part of this treatiſe Mr. Travis has printed in 
his appendix, which part contains the only Latin authority 
that I know for the prepoſition. Mr. Bowyer has led 
Mr. Travis into another miſtake, and perſuaded him PP. 
91, [310], 311, to give Biſhop Pearſon the notes on 
Cyprian, which are the property of — F all. - 1 de 
not oe thee, Doctor Fell ! | | 


a 
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to them. So Eraſmus, when he publiſhed 
bis New Teſtament, gave the printer a MS. 
corrected in the margin from other copies; 
and this is the way in which firſt editions are 
printed, whoſe text is ſettled from different 
MSS. The editors ſelect one, which they 
intend generally to follow, and ſometimes 
correct it by the aid of the others. But as 
the faithful diſcharge of this office depends 
on the {kill and induſtry of the corrector, no 
wonder that the good readings paſs often un- 
obſerved or neglected, and that the bad are 
preſerved or preferred. If, therefore, L. Valla 
found the ſeventh verſe in the Latin copy or 
copies then before him, he might be ſo well 
ſatisfied of its authenticity, as not to think of 
conſulting his Grecian oracles. If upon 
coming to the eighth verſe, he found the 
Latin MSS. vary, ſome omitting 57, others 
the whole final clauſe, he might juſt caſt his 
eye upon the Greek MSS. and having caught 
the words that he wanted, ſet them down for 
future uſe, without returning to the former 
_ verſe, which he had already diſmifled from 
his mind, and concerning which he had no 
ſcruples. Again: ſuppoſing that Valla per- 

„ | ccived 
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eeived this omiſſion of the foventh verſe i in his 
Greek MSS. is it certain that he would have 
mentioned it? He might know that the verſe 
had been frequently quoted by the Latin 
writers of the later ages, as a ſtrong proof of 
the trinity. Might he not therefore be ap- 
prehenſive of the clamours of the orthodox, if 
he ſhould diſcloſe fo unwelcome a truth, as 
the abſence of this text from the originals 2 
J dare not make the defence for Valla that 
Lee makes, who ſays that Valla did right, if 
the text were not in his MSS. -to be filent, 
becauſe to act otherwiſe would be 7 furniſh 
the heretics with horns to butt againſt the faith. 
J can. however eaſily imagine that in ſuch a 
eaſe Valla might have a prudent regard to 
eonſequences, and preſerve himſelf by a diſ- 
ereet ſilence from the attacks, which an 
honeſt avowal of the fact would infallibly 
have provoked. Nor is this barely a ſurmiſe, 
but founded on reaſon and analogy. In the 
year 1698, Zacagni, an Italian, publiſhed 
among other things a collation of a Greek 
MS. containing the Catholic Epiſtles. This 
MS. agrees with all the others in omitting 
Hat much injured text of the three heavenly 
witneſſes, 


41 


witneſſes: Zacagni mentions this circum- 
| ſtance ; and at the ſame time being ſenſible 
that it was neceſſary to ſeem to produce ſome 
authority in behalf of the common interpola- 
tion, he boldly ſays, that the ſeventh verſe is 
extant in our Alexandrian, Who ſees not 
that this aſſertion of a palpable falſehood was 
made only to ſtop the muuths of the bigots, 
and not meant to impoſe but upon voluntary 
dupes ? * | 

But what if Valla's Latin MSS. omitted 
this verſe ? Certainly it is much more likely 
to ſuppoſe Latin MSS. that want the verſe 
than Greek that have it. For the former, 
almoſt thirty in number, are real, viſible, 
tangible, legible manuſcripts, and not like 
thoſe coy, baſhful Grecian beauties, that 
withdraw themſelves not only from the touch 
but from the ſight 


Que nec mortales d gnantur viſere cœtus, 
Nec je contingi patiuntur lumine claro. 


J argue therefore that this text might be ab- 
ſent both from Valla's Greek and Latin MSS, 
(which ſeems to be Mr. Grieſbach's opinion) 


* See a full and entertaining account of this whole farce, : 
in De Miſſy's fourth letter, Journ. Brit. IX. p. 295—310- 
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and that his ſaying nothing about it does not 
prove that he read it. But that his Greek 
MSS. wanted it, is clear and certain, and 
fairly admitted by Bengelius. Here follows 
a liſt of propoſitions which you muſt demon- 
ftrate (at leaſt the greater part) before Valla's 
collations will ſtand you in any ſtead. 


1. 


That Valla intended to give a perfect 
and exact collation of all his MSS. 


2, That he never miſtook, or omitted 


e 3- 


4. 


any thing through haſte, inattention, 
&c. but collated think all and ſingular 
with the utmoſt accuracy. 

That from his mentioning ſeven Greek 
MSS. upon John's Gofpel, it follows 
that he had the ſame number throughout 
the whole New Teſtament ; though in 
another place he ſpeaks only of fevers 
Latin copies; in a third fays, Tres codi- 
ces Latmos habeo et totidem Græcos, cunts 
hc compono, et ſabinde alios counſulv. Be- 
ſides 1t-15 well known that Greek MSS. 
of the Epiſtles, and eſpecially of the 
Catholick Epiſtles, are e much ſcarcer thai 
of the Goſpels. 

That he had the i uſe of theſe 


MSS, and did not only con ſult them 
upon 


Lt $ 3 
upon occaſion, as the laſt quoted word, 
ſeem to hint. 

5: That Valla's Latin MSS. all agreed in 
retaining the ſeventh verſe, wogelber 
with the words i terra and the final 
clauſe of the eighth. 

6. That if he had perceived the want of 
the ſeventh verſe in his Greek MSS. he 


would have had courage enough to de- 
clare it. 


After a blundering note, p. 143, which 
would lead us to think that Eraſmus knew of 


Caftiodorus's teſtimony in favour of the verſe, 
two hundred years before it was publiſhed, 
you proceed, Sir, in the exceſs of Chriſtian 
benevolence, p. 147, to inform us, that Eraſ- 
mus at laſt gave up the conteſt, being fearful 
of the argument deducible from Valla's MSS. 
You qualify indeed your accuſation with an 
as it ſeems. But you play that trick too often. 
I find you generally moſt peremptory when 
you aſſume this air of moderation“. I ſhall 

2 therefore 


* Not to tire the reader's patience, I ſhall trouble him 
only with a fingle inſtance, P. 8. It sREMS impoſſible to 
account for the behaviour of Eraſmus—but upon en- of 


D 2 : theſe. 


* wg, ** * oh N — . — 4 . 2 
8 s 5 an I» 2 > 05.5 WS T_T 4 7 
—— "a ** 


ws 
. 

5 7 
* 


„ 
1 
1 1 
? Py 
* 
* 
1 
, 1 
* 
ny 
4 
1 * 
1 
=y - 
Z 
0 
0 
— o 
<2 
* 
. 
» 


L 36 ] 


therefore in future omit ſuch expletives, and 
by contracting the ſentence reſtore it to its 
genuine meaning, Concerning this liberal 
inſinuation, be it noted, that Eraſmus, in his 
fourth and fifth editions ſays {what he had 
long before hinted in his anſwer to Lee) Quid 
Laurentius legerit, non ſatis hquet ; plainly 
meaning that it was not clear whether Valla 
had this text in his MSS. or not. Martin 
affirms that this is not the true ſenſe of the 
words; that Eraſmus allows the verſe to have 
ſtood in Valla's MSS. but that he was in doubt 
whether they had any ſlighter variations; 
(ſuch for inſtance, as the omiſſion of the 
words t Twi ob, &c.) the reader will hardly 
expect me to anſwer ſuch abſurdity. I give 
it merely for a ſcantling of that good man's 
reaſoning, who, as De Miſſy ſays of him, 
(toit fait pour deraiſonner avec toute la confiance 
dun vieillard d qui ſes cheveux blancs, une repu- 
tation populaire et des complimens deplaces avoient 
faire accroire qu'il etcit fort capable. 1 hall 
leave the ſubject of the Codex Britannicus 


' theſe ſuppoſitions, &c. p. 9. A proceeding which MusT fall 
under one of theſe INEVITABLE alternatives, &e. Com- 
pare ed. 1. p. 10. I. 21. ed. 2, p. 13. I. 17. 


(which 


t 9 1 


(which is the ſamewith the Dublin MS. 

whatever Mr. Travis may ſay) to another 

letter; at preſent it remains to vindicate 

Eraſmus from another charitable innuendo. 
You affect to doubt, p. 8, 9, and p. 66, 142, 

whether Eraſmus could produce the five MSS. 

& in which he alledged the verſe to be omit- 
ted.” I wiſh you, Sir, could defend all your 
allegations as well as TI can this of Eraſmus ; 

for of the five Greek MSS. that Eraſmus faw 
(if Eraſmus affirms that he himſelf /aw five, 
which I forget at preſent, not having the book 
at hand) four are {till actually extant ; the 
Vatican is extant, to which Eraſmus appeals 
on the credit of an extract made by his friend 
Bombaſius; a Latin copy, which Eraſmus 
quotes as omitting this verſe in the text, is 
now-1n the Berlin library. Beware, Sir, of 
meaſuring the integrity of other men by your 
own narrow conceptions. I have dwelt the 
longer upon this article, becauſe I have ſome- 
times regretted that the oppoſers of the verſe 
in queſtion ſeldom explain their own argu- 
ments ſo copiouſly as might be expected, but 
ſtudy brevity too much, and do not ſufficient - 
ly conſult the apprehenſion of common read- 
| 93 ers. 
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ers. Thus ſenſe is in danger of being over - 
powered by words, and reaſoning by decla - 
mation, Befides, I ſhould be happy to im- 
print ſome few elementary ideas of criticiſm 
upon the raſa iabula of Mr. Travis's mind. 
For I can aſſure him that at preſent he poſſeſ- 
ſes not even the rudiments of that uſeful 
ſcience. Ls | | 
N. B. See Vindex's anffigr in the preface 
or in the Gentleman's Magazine for 
March, 1789, p. 225. The paſlages 
which Vindex amuſed himſelf with 
quoting, are marked with correfpond+ 
ing numbers in his anſwer, and in the 
foregoing letter. 


Pas TSCRIPT. 


If I were writing for the learned, the inqui- 
ſitive or the imparnal, I ſhould think that ] 
had already treſpaſſed too much upon their 


patience, But that the unlearned and leſs- at- 
tentive reader may be enabled, and the par- 


tial compelled to fee how much credit is due 
to Valla's filence ; I ſhall add a thort obſerva» 
tion or two to prove what I have aflerted con- 


corming the defects of his collation. 1. In 
I : Jon, 


" 2 WW 1 
1 John, v. 9, the Vulgate reads, Qyonzam hoc 
eft teſtimonium Dei, quod majus eff. The clauſe 
guod majus eft, is peculiar to the Latin tranſla- 
tion. But Valla, who juſt now was ſo mi- 


nute as to inform us that the Greek added 


two ſmall words (is c) here ſays nothing of 
three (5 wiZuv is) apparently more important. 
2. Though the firſt epiſtle of Peter is not 
quite 10 long as the firſt of John, Valla has 
beſtowed upon it almoſt twice as many anno- 
tations, If therefore it were probable that no 
various readings of conſequence eſcaped him 
in the latter, much greater would be the 
chance that none eſcaped him in the former, 
At the end of the third chapter after Dei in 
the Latin copies we read deglutiens mortem, ut 
wite aterna haredes efficeremur. No Greek 


MS. has the ſlighteſt traces of this impertinent 
addition. But Valla, in ſpite of his diſlike to 


the Vulgate, in ſpite of his readineſs at once 
to diſplay his own acuteneſs and to gratify his 
reſentment, by confronting the verſion with 
the original, was either too negligent to detect 

this blemiſh or tos merciful to expoſe it. 
F am aware of an alternative that may be 
urged againſt this argument, which alternative 
D 4 | ſhall 
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| ſhall fairly ſtate, and let it produce its utmoſt 
effect upon the mind of the reader. Either 
Valla's Greek MSS, might be more bountiful 
than others, and contain this ſentence; 
(N Tov 0evarov, Iva Ty Song rig ¹ονοαꝓοο e 
A yevoijucda ) or his Latin MSS. might be more 
ſparing than others, and preſerve the genuine 
ore, undebaſed by impure alloy, Which of 
the two ſuppoſitions be farther diſtant from 
the boundarics of reaſon, muſt be left a queſ- 
tion, till a certain critic ſhall have made his 
option in favour of one or the other. 


LETTER 


14 ] 


LETTER 


Tis fit it ſhould be ſhewn what an arguer he is, and how 
well he deſerves for his performance to be dubbed by 
himſelf 1RREFRAGABLE.* | Lockx. 


In ſchool-divinity as able 
As he that hight iRREFRAGABLE®; 
A ſecond Thomas, or at once, 
To name them all, another Duns. 
_ HupiBRas. 


SIR, 


W are now arrived at the Complutenſian | 


edition, in which the honeſt bigoiry of the 


* See Vindex on the uſe of epithets, Gent. Mag. for 


Jan. 1789, p. 12. I perceive, from the ſame Magazine 


for March 1789, p. 225, that he has not profited by the 
wholeſome advice which I gave him. And how ungene- 
rous it is, as well as cowardly, after ſwaggering and bluſ- 
tering, to ſneak away from the combat, and leave Mr, 
Travis alone to. bear the burthen and heat of the day ! In 
the mean time I earneſtly intreat Mr. Travis's admirers to 
refrain from boaſting of their proſelytes and repeating their 
defiances. Such quackery is unworthy any perſon who 
pretends to learning. 


editors 
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- editors has inſerted the doubtful. text. By 
honeſt bigotry Mr. Gibbon probably means, 
that the editors thought the verſe genuine 
indeed, but inſerted it contrary to their Greek 
MSS. If they thought it genuine upon ſuch 
flight grounds as the authority of the Vul- 
gate, of Pſeudo- Jerome, and of Thomas 
Aquinus, they were bigots. But if they re- 
ally thought it genuine, their bigotry was fo 
ſo far honeſt. The ſame ſort of bigotry pre- 
dominated in your mind, when you quoted 
P. 286, the barbarous Greek of the Lateran 
council, aud finding a chaſm, ſupplied it by 
a ſtill more barbarous tranſlation of your 
own from the Latin. Thus would the Com- 
plutenſian editors reafon : * This verſe is 
genuine, though it is not in the Greek copies. 
We will tranſlate it therefore from the LATIN 
,'VenITyY, and reſtore it to the context. But 
you, Sir, take for granted without proving 
(a vice very frequent in you, though you 
reprove others for it, p. 182.) that this verſe 
was in all their MSS.; you hint Mr. Gib- 
bon's withes to be, that the editors had omit- 
ted it in oppoſition to all their authorities; and 
| you profeſs an unwillingneſs (i. e, a willing- 


| nels} 
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neſs) to believe that Mr, Gibbon. himſelf 


would in Fn a caſe have betrayed his truſt. 


| Aerugo mera. Mr. Gibbon juſtifies the inten- 


tion of the Complutenſian editors, and only 
blames their prejudice. And who can deny 
their prejudice in favour of the Vulgate to 
have been exceſſive and abſurd, after read- 
ing the following ſentence from their pre- 
face to the Old Teſtament ? Mediam Latinam 


beati Hieronymi tranſlationem, velut inter ſyna- 
gogam et orientalem ecclefiam poſurmus, tanquam 


duos hinc inde latrones, medium autem Jeſum 
h. e. Romanum five Latinam ecclefiam collocantes. 
Or who can wonder that men, ſo blindly 
devoted to a verſion, ſhould ſometimes pre- 
ſume to correct the originals from that ver- 
ſion, eſpecially in a paſſage, “ in quo maxime 
et fides catholica roboratur, et Patris et Filii et 
Spiritus Sancti una divinitatis ſubſtantia compro- 
baiur ? But in fact we have all the evidence 
neceflary to prove that they actually paid this 
extravagant compliment to the Yulgate. 
For Stunica, who would Have been extremely 
ou to haye had the power. of appealing to 


* Pleado-tHironym. Prolog: in Epiſt, Canon. 
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the Greek MSS. againſt Eraſmus, qotes 
none in favour of this unfortunate verſe, but 
reſts the whole merits of the cauſe upon the 
Latin copies, and the impoſtor who uſurps 
the name of Jerome. You, Sir, to do 
you juſtice, think there is ſome force in this 
objection; and in a momentary fit of impru- 
dence or modeſty, p. 280, own yourſelf unable 
Jatisfatorily 40 Account for it. But theſe are 
the laſt ſtruggles of expiring ſhame. For 
though you ſaw the unavoidable conſequence 
of this conceſſion, you add, that you have 
proved the Complutenſian Greek not to be a 
tranſlation from the Latin. Your tacit in- 
ference then 1s, I ſuppoſe, that it could only 
come from the Greek MSS. But this infer- 
ence is a little too haſty. The Complutenſian 
Greek may be a tranſlation from the Latin, 
though not an exact tranſlation. Let us ſup- 
poſe that Mr. Travis, while he was diſput- 
ing againſt Mr. Gibbon, had the uſe of a MS. 
which contained the ſuſpected verſe; would 
he neglect to produce its teſtimony in defence 
of this very verſe and againſt a man whom 
he hated ? If he believes this poſſible, or pro- 
feſſes to believe it poſſible, I ſhall believe him 

elher 
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either mad, aut illud quod dicere nolo. Taſk 
therefore what could induce Stunica, who is 
at other times ſcarcely leſs virulent againſt 
Eraſmus than Mr. Travis himſelf is, what 
could induce him to be ſo mild and tame in 
this particular inſtance ? What but the con- 
ſciouſneſs that he knew of no Greek MS. which 
contained the paſſage in queſtion ? Twells 
indeed has bethought himſelf of a ſalvo, and 
a precious falvo it is (Exam. P. II. p. 142.) 
that the labour of collating the Catholic 
Epiſtles did not fall to Stunica's ſhare. In 
the year when Stunica wrote his remarks on 
Eraſmus, all his fellow-lahourers were on the 
ſpot, able and willing, I hope, to inform him 
of the manuſcript readings of this or of any 
other paſſage. For ſurely they had ſome diſ- 
courſe together upon the difficult places, and 
did not perform each man his taſk in ſilence 
and folitude, without any con ſultation or com- 
munication. If Stunica had ſaid nothing 
upon this Epiſtle of John, we might not per- 
haps be able to extract any certain concluſion 

from his filence. But Stunica quotes his 
Rhodian MS. frequently in oppoſition to 
Eraſmus, once upon the 16th verſe of the 
third 


1 3 

third chapter of this Epiſtle, once upon the 
20th verſe of this very fifth chapter, and both 
times in defence of the Complutenſian 
reading. Yet upon the 7th verſe, where there 
vas a prefling neceſſity, if ever neceſſity ex- 
iſted, of ſupporting his opinion by the au- 
thority of the Greek ' MSS. Stunica appeals 
to none. Where,” cries Eraſmus, * fleeps 
this Rhodian MS.?“ But the Codex Rhodienfis 
was as deaf to the reproaches of Eraſmus, as 
Baal to the farcaſms of Elijah. No ma iti 
his ſenſes would ever omit to urge evidence 
that was ſo much wanted and that would have 
ſo much weight. Poor Stunica moſt piteouſ- 
ly cries out, Sciendum eff Græcorum codices eſſe 
torruptos ; noſtros vero ipſam veritatem continere; 
Now if this be not a full and clear confeſſion, 
that he knew of no MS. containing the diſ- 
puted verſe, I cannot tell what is. If the 
Codex Rhodienſis had been orthodox, he 
would have written to this effect: Quidam ſane 
codices Græcorum hec verba omittunt ; Rhodien- 
fis vero ipſam veritatem continet; I need not 
obſerve, that ſince this MS. leans very much 
to the Vulgate and particularly adds, r03 Ot 
m the former of the two places above quoted, 

words 
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words found in no other Greek MS. nor ver- 
ſton whatſoever, its omiſſion of the ſeventh 
verſe of the fifth chapter will form a ſtrong 
argument againſt the genuineneſs of the paſ- 
fage. Allowing then that the Codex Rho- 
dienſis omitted, as it certainly did omit, this 
excellent paſſage, hy did not Stunica conſult 
others? Either he had no more to conſult, or 
the other editors, and not Stunica, had colla- 
ted them. If he had only the Codex Rho- 
dienfis, why is he not ingenuous enough to 
confeſs it? If he or his brother editors had 
more, why did he not inform himſelf of their 
reading in this place, either from his own in- 
ſpection or from thoſe who had conſulted 
them: They would naturally be anxious to 
confirm their own credit and veracity ; they 
would be eager to tell him, if they could tell 
him with truth, that their MSS. gave the 
very reading which they had followed in their 
edition. When that edition was publiſhed, 
Eraſmus's challenge had been made ſome time. 
While they were giving us a marginal note 
from Beatus 7. homas, to account for their 
eighth verſe, we ſhould have eſteemed it a fa- 
vour if they had added a little poſtſcript or pre- 


face, 
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face, to inform us of the ſtate of their MSS. 
in the foregoing part of the ſentence. Nay, 
they ought to have done it; and as you ſay, 
Sir, p. 223, Where it is a duty to ſpeak, io be 
filent is to be criminal. To which I add, that 
where we ſhould be ſure to gain our cauſe by 
ſpeaking, to be ſilent is to be fooliſh. ** But 
if the Complutenſian editors took not this 
verſe from Greek MSS. whence did they take 
it?“ I anſwer, as others have anſwered, from 
the modern copies of the Vulgate, from the 
ſpurious Jerome and the Angelic Doctor. 
„This would be to charge thoſe Aaſtrious edi- 
tors with FoRGERVY.“ I ſhould be loth to call 
it by ſo harſh a name; hone? bigotry better 
ſuits the purpoſe ; but ſuch is the everlaſting 
ſophiſtry which you and Martin employ. You 
aggravate the faults or negligences of the 
Complutenſian editors, of Stephens and Beza, 
into crimes ; and then, from the enormity of 
the offence argue againſt the probability of its 
being committed. Your reaſoning may thus 
be reduced to the form of a ſyllogiſm. 

Stunica, Stephens, Beza, &c. did not inſert 
this verſe in their editions contrary to the au- 
thority of their Greek MSS, unleſs they were 


impious 


[ 49 J 
impious hypocrites, abandoned cheats, noto- 
rious impoſtors, &c. 


But they were not impious We 


abandoned cheats, notorious impoſtors, &c. 
Ergo, they inſerted this verſe from the autho- 
rity of their Ewe MSS,—— 

'QE. D. 


AY” I flatter myſelf that every unbiaſſed 
reader will ſee through and deſpiſe this paltry 
artifice, I ſhall give myſelf no farther trouble 
about it, but proceed to conſider the ob- 
jections that may be made to my poſition. 
You tell us, Sir, and truly too! That the 
Latin Copies differ from the Complutenſian. 
They do differ; but only in the ſe- 


venth verſe, by reading (hi tres unum ſunt) 


ron ol Tpiis iv Inſtead of o ves tis ro %; which 


ſeems at firſt fight a conſiderable difference. 


You of courſe exult upon it, and civilly aſk, 
p. 184, Can any man be ſo much a Beotran, 
as to imagine, that if theſe editors had meant 
to forge a Greek text, 10 fellow the reading of 
the Latin copies, they would not have forged 
one which would have followed thoſe copies 
exactly?“ I confeſs, moſt learned Theban, that 
till J was enlightened by you, I was ſo much 
of a Bœotian as to imagine, that if the intention 
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| of the Complutenfian editors was fraudulent, 


they might have wit or caution enough to make 
theirtranflation vary from the Latin copies, the 
better to impoſe upon the world by the ap- 
parent difference. They would diſguiſe the 
child they had ſtolen, in order to conceal 
the theft. But I, who poſſeſs more charity 
than perhaps any other perſon in the world 
(always excepting you, Sir, and your humble 
admirers, Vindex, Eblanenfis and Kuſter*) 
will try to give a more candid repreſen- 
tation of this matter. The Complutenſian 
editors believed 1 John V. 7, to be genuine 
and determined to inſert it in their text. They 
alſo believed to be ſpurious and determined to 
expunge the final clauſe of the eighth verſe. 


Gen. Mag. March 1787, p. 211. 


+ This clauſe iS omitted in many of the Latin MSS. 
Mr. Travis, with his uſual modeſty, aſſerts, p. 288, that 
the Latin copies have univerſally the concluding clauſe of 
the eighth verſe. A direct falſehood ! Ujque ad:o lec- 
tores ſuos pro flupidis et bardis habet, quibus quidvis im- 
ponere fibi licere ſecure conſdit. I appeal to the read- 
er, whether a man who is capable of making ſuch round 
aſſertions wilfully or ignorantly, be not utterly. diſqua- 
lied to manage a controverſy, or to accuſe others of mit 


repreſentation, | 
5 Thus 


Fm 


Thus then 1 ſuppoſe them to have tranſlated 
the Latin into Greek; Ori Te iich of faprv- 
pobvres. tv Twi oupauur, 6 Talhp xa 6 Avyos R To 
G&yiov ave , Hou oH el reg iy eit. 2a Teris iow 
04 pe pTVpEULTES z Ths ne, To we * 76 dd 
aal #5 alu. In their Greek Manuſcript or 
Manuſcripts, they found, Cr ri dri of Hy- 
TupobuTss, r mvevpen Xe To ddp K T0 are xot 
oi Tpeis gig T0 th ciel. What was now to be 
done? They were not willing entirely to 
abandon their originals ; - they accordingly 
patched up a motley text, and dexterouſly 
tranſplanted: the clauſe * of r 1d & eic, to 
the end of the ſeventh verſe. So that as far 
as they could without damage to the orthodox 
faith, they followed the reading of the Greek 
manuſcript. They thought this clauſe of 
too great ſize and importance to be turned 
out of doors without ceremony; they there- 
fore ſuffered it to ſtay, though they provided 
it with rather an indifferent lodging. If Mr. 
Gibbon obſerved this, he had a freſh reaſon for 
atcributing their conduct to HONEST BIGOTRY-. 
And it is no more than juſtice to allow that 
they at leaſt did their work like workmen. 
They made good Greek of their Latin; a taſk 

E 2 to 


L 52 } 


to which the ttanſlator of the Lateran Decrees 


and the writer of the Dublin MS. were 
unequal. ' In my next I intend to travel 
through Stephens's, and the other manu- 
ſcripts that have been ſaid to contain this ex- 
cellent verſe. * 

I ſhall not quit this article without taking 
notice of an objection, which you, p. 185, and 
Martin ſeem rather to inſinuate darkly, than 


to propoſe in form : that the Compluten-„ 


fian reading of the ſeventh verſe, eie 1d is co, 
weakens the evidence for the doctrine of the 
Trinity that might otherwiſe be drawn from 
this paſſage.” Or that the words 4e 2 . fc 
may be underſtood of an unity of will and teſ- 
timony ; whereas the fimple exprefſion # ric. 
muſt be underſtood of the unity of eſſence. 
Now, Sir, if I have rightly divined your 
meaning, be ſo good as to tell us whether we 
are to think the former reading genuine or 
not? If we accept it for genuine, and main- 
tain, even from your own conceſſions, that 
the text is nothing to the purpoſe of the or- 
thodox, all ſuſpicion of fraud on the part of 
the heretics will be at an end, and you will 
be compelled to acquit the Arians of a 
ſcandalous 


EE = 


ſcandalous accuſation, which at preſent you 
have neither courage enough to avow, nor 
_ generoſity enough to abandon, (p. 339—241.) 
But to me, I confeſs, the Complutenſian 
nie 73 f appears full as orthodox as the more 
common # alone; and may be thus para- 
phraſed ; 04 /TPEIE r EN GEION due cuiſe A Hi 
TRES conjuncti UNUM efficient DEUM ; in the 
ſame manner as ber oi ATO eig ozpxx MAN 
is exactly ſynonymous with elner eie. 
Aro, az capt MIA, Matth. XIX. 5, 6. To 
ſhew my uncommon civility, I advertiſe my 
reader, that I ſhall impartially tranſcribe every 
argument in your favour that has come to my 
knowledge ; but I ſhall ſometimes be content 
with tranſcribing them ; for many are ſuch 
as Patience herſelf would diſdain to refute, 
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LETTER IV. 


What! will the line ſtretch out to the crack:of doom ? 


\ 


SR, 


How formidable an hoſt you are nou- 
leading to battle! Sixteen MSS. of Robert 
Stephens, all containing the heavenly wit- 
nefles ! We may however ſpare our alarms ; 
for all theſe MSS. upon a nearer inſpection 
will prove Phantoms bodileſs and vain, empty 
wv/ions of the brain. I ſhall firſt lay down the 
real ſtate of the caſe, and then confute your 
cavils. Mr. Gibbon gives his readers the 
option between fraud and error, I am al- 
ways unwilling to attribute to fraud what I 
can with any reaſonable pretence attribute to 
error. But if any perſon be more ſuſpicious 
than I am, he needs not be frightened from 


his opinion by your declamation, For when 
| 1 he 
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he * ders how Eraſmus was worried for 


ſpeaking his mind too freely, and with what 
jealouſy R. Stephens was watched by the 
Paris divines, it cannot appear incredible that 
Stephens might make this ſeeming miſtake 
on. purpoſe ; ſo far, like Zacagni (lee Letter 
II. p. 13) honeſt in his fraud, that he 
furniſhes every inquiſitive reader with the 
means of detection. But as I am content 
with the other ſuppoſition, I ſay, 1. That 
Henry Stephens, and not Robert, collated the 
MSS. 2. That the collation was probably 
Inaccurate and imperfect. 3. That it cer- 
tainly was not publiſhed entire. 4. That 
Stephens's margin is full of miſtakes in the 
numbers and readings of the MSS. 5. That 
the marks in the text are often miſplaced or 
omitted, 6, That ſome of the very MSS. 


uſed by Stephens having been again collated,. 


are found to agree in this critical paſſage with 
all the reſt that have been hitherto examin- 


ed. And, 7. That therefore the ſemicircle, 
which now comes after the words # Twi ogave? 


in the ſeventh verſe, ought to be placed after 
the words & Tu v in the eighth. | 

Vo, 8 ir, anſwer in the firſt place, that H. 
2 4 Stephens 


4 


- 


1 


Stephens was not the ſole collator of the 
Mss. becauſe there is no pretence for the 
aſſertion, and becauſe reaſon, 6.567 hl yes 

ere are all uniformly agarnft *. 
297. Now this 1s ſo fully proved in Wet. 
ſtein's Prolegomena, p. 143— 144, that 1 
ſhould even be tempted to hope that if you 
had read them before you wrote your letters, 
you would have ſpared yourſelf a conſider- 
able quantity of diſgrace and repentance. 1 
ſhall repeat Wetſtein's laſt quotation. Pater 
meus— cm N. T. Græcum cum mulits vetuſtis 
exemplaribus OPERA: "MEA COLEATUM, primo 
quidem minutioribus typis—mox autem grandibus 
characteribus, &c. To which add Beza's teſ- 
timony to the fame purpoſe. Ad bæc omnia 
acceſſit exemplar ex Stephani noftri bibliotheca 
cum Vig1! pgs plus minus manuſcripirs co- 
dicibus et omnibus pene impreſſis diligentiſſime col- 
lalum. Thus Bea in his firſt edition of 1 5 56. 
But in his ſecond edition, when R. Stephens 
was dead, theſe important words follow after 
impreſſis; AB HEN RICO STEPHANO EJ us FILIO 
ET PATERNZE SEDULITATIS HRE DER quam 
diligentiffime collatum. © Obſerve in all this pro- 
ceeding the craft of a "printer and editor. Ro- 
bert 


Wi 


bert was aware that,' by telling- his readers 


who was the collator, he might infuſe a-ſuſ- 


picion into their minds, that the work was 
negligently performed : he therefore carefully 
avoided “ mentioning that circumſtance. 
Another inſtance of this management may 
be ſeen in the preface to his firſt edition, 
where he ſays, that he has not ſuffered a letter 
to be printed but what the greater part of the 
better MSS. like ſo many witneſſes unani- 


mouſly approved. | This boaſt is indeed 


* With the ſame caution, ſpeaking of his No. 2 25 (now 
our Cambridge MS, ) he calls it, exemplar vetuſtiſſimum 


in Italia AB AMICIS coslatum, avlBandiv. Without fairly 


confeſſing or openly violating the truth, that it was col- 
lated by his ſon Henry, he diſguiſes the fact in a general 
expreſſion. I haye not forgotten Mr. Trayis's maſterly 

conſtruction of the ſentence, p. 284; lt was the ex- 
| emplar, the book itſelf, then, (and nat the /eions out of 


it) which was collected or (rather) procured for R. Stephens, 


by his friends in Italy. I have heard of a learned Doctor 
in our univerſity, who confounded the collection with the 
collation of MSS. but I never till now heard of a ſingle 
copy being collected. That the reader may not ſuſpect me 
of i inventing nonſenſe for the pleaſure of fathering it upon 


Mr. Travis (a ſuppoſition which at firſt ſight may ſeem. 


not improbable) I aſſure him that I have honeſtly copied 
the very words, and can only beg of him to verify my 
citation by” the evidence of his own ſenſes, 


utterly 
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utterly falſe, as all critics agree, who have 
taken any pains in comparing Stephens's edi- 
tions. They know that Stephens has not 
obſerved this rule conſtantly, becauſe his 
editions often vary from one another, and his, 
third edition often from all his MSS. even by 
his own confeſſion, But becauſe Mr. Grieſ- 
bach took this point for granted; not 
foreſeeing that a man would be found {6 
hardy or ignorant as to deny it, you in- 
ſult him, p. 298, and call his aſſertion ground: 
tefſs, improbable, uncandid, and injurious. Theſe 
are the magic words that have charmed your 
converts of the firſt eminence. Editors and 
printers are ſuch conſcientious people, that 
we may be ſure they will never practiſe any 
tricks of their profeſſion, or give their own 
publications undeſerved praiſe. And whoever 
offers to think that they may ſometimes beſtow 
extravagant commendations on their own la- 
bour, diligence, or fidelity, is totally void of A 
. terary candour and Chriſtian churiiy, (p. 59, 125.) 
But an example will make this poſition clear- 
er in the eleventh. verſe of the ſecond chap- 
ter of Mathew, all the MSS. che Complu- 

renſian * nay the very MS. from which 


Eraſmus 
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Eraſmus publiſhed his edition, have d in- 

ſtead of , but Eraſmus upon the ſingle 
authority of a faulty copy of Theophylact, 
altered it to «go» 3 Stephens in his third edi- 
tion followed Eraſmus, and «pe infects our 
printed Teſtaments to this day, I can only 
excuſe Stephens by the univerſal cuſtom of 
dealers who think it an innocent deceit to 
cry up the value of their wares. Stephens 
inſerted nothing in his text (miſtakes except» 
ed) which he did not find in the Compluten- 
ſian edition, or in Eraſmus, or in his MSS, 
But he frequently quits all his MSS. to fol- 
low his printed guides, and frequently fol- 
lows Eraſmus without attending to the reſt, 
of which partiality I have already given a 
ſpecimen. Let us be no more peſtered with 
the ſtale common - places of honour, honeſty, 
veracity, judgment, diligence, erudition, &e. 
If R. Stephens's MSS. all omitted the con- 
troverted paſſage, he would ſtill retain it in 
his edition; becauſe he has the ſame vicious 
complaiſance for many other paſſages, with- 
out having equal ſeeming authority. Here 
he had the conſent of both editions for his 
warrant ;; in other places he follows Eraſmus 
alone. You, Sir, prove, with admirable con- 
„ ciſeneſs, 
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ciſeneſs, in ſomething leſs than ſix pages, 
(p. 78-871, 172--177) that Stephens did 
Nor take this verſe from the Complutenſian 
edition. Granted. He did not take it 
wholly from the Complutenſian. He took it 
partly from the Complutenſian and partly 
from Eraſmus. He differs from Eraſmus 
in adding the article thrice, and in tranſ- 
poſing the word 4y4 ; and in theſe four differ- 
ences he followed the Complutenſian edition. 

and the genius of the language. 
Mir. Grieſbach aſſerts, as quoted by you, 
Sir, p. 297, that there are in R. Stephens's 
MSS. many good readings, which are not 
inſerted. in his margin. You anſwer him by 
a flat denial. This is indeed a compendious 
and convenient method of anſwering ; but I 
would counſel you not to make it too cheap 
by frequent uſe. Mr. Grieſbach thought, 
that this and ſome other of his aſſertions 
were ſo generally allowed, that it would be 
waſte of time and paper to prove them in 
form. At laft up.ſtarts a grave and reverend 
gentleman, and tells us with a ſerious face, 
that it is not day at noon. And this trath 
we are Pe to refute, or the Mumpfimus 
regiment 


* 
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regiment will boaſt hereafter that we have 
not accepted their: leader's challenge. Let. 


us however undertake the tireſome taſk of- 


{laying the ſlain. Firſt then I affirm, that 
Stephens has omitted to mark in his margin' 
at leaſt one halfof the Complutenſian various 


readings. Have you a mind to diſpute this, 


Sir? Will you give Mill the lie as you have 


Sandius (p. 199) and others? Now, if the 


collator was ſo negligent in noting the vari- 
ous readings of an edition, which was printed 


rom moſt ancient copies, and hada wonderful agree- 


» 


ment with Stephens's own' S. (STEPH. Pref. 


ad N. T.) is it not extremely probable, nay, 


"morally certain, that he was equally inatten- 


tive to his MSS. ? I ſhall therefore aſſume, 
what ſems to me ſufficiently. proved; that 
Stephens's collation was imperfectly publiſhed; 
which if you chuſe to deny, you muſt con- 


fute Wetſtein alſo, who ſays that Beza pro- 


duces from Stephens's MSS. above an hun- 
dred various readings not noticed in Stephens's 
margin. When Emlyn argued from Mill's 
authority, Prol. 1226, p. 126, that Stephens's? 
collation was imperfect, and preſſed Martin 
with this obje ion, that good old man told 
1 hun, 
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him, for want of a better anſwer, that 
Stephens had only neglected the trifling va - 
riations of the Complutenſian edition, and 
ſelected the important. Not to inſiſt, that 
by this method an editor claims the right 
of judging for the reader, what is trifling 
and what important; the fact is notorioufly 
falſe: for whoever will look into Stephens 
or Mr. Travis, p. 79, 172, will find, that of 
four differences from the Complutenſian upon 
this very place, Stephens mentions not fewer 
than—oze. He mentious only his omiſſion of 
eic 79 in the ſeyenth verſe, and 1s altogether 
filent upon the adition of rei upon the change 
of in} v ye into i 117 yt in the eighth verſe, 
and upon the addition of the whole clauſe, 
bed ol rel ig rò i cow. After this flagrant in- 
ſtance. of Stephens's inaccuracy, I expect to 
hear no more of his diligence and fidelity. - 
R. Stephens had fifteen MSS. ſeven . of 
which—F/teen! cries Martin in a rage; he 
had: fixteen. You, Sir, qui cum Martino errare 
malis, quam cum aliis recte ſentire, ſing to the 
ſame tune, p, 55, 116, and to prove it, quote 
from the preface to Stephens's third edition, 
eum ſedecim ſcriptis exemplaribus. Vou bright 
WOES Wits 
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wits ſoar far above the reach of common 
ſenſe, or elſe you might have compared theſe 
words with the following: I's namque placuit, 
primo, ſecundo, ad ſertum decimum uſque nomina 
imponere, ut primo Complutenſem edjtionem in- 
telligas, qua olim ad antiguiſima exemplaria 
ſuit excuſa. This ſentence to an ordinary 
reader would be very intelligible, but Mr. 
Travis is no ordinary reader. Can any thing. 
be plainer than that Stephens calls the Com- 
plutenſian edition a MS. when he reckons 
his ſixteen, copies in the groſs, becauſe that 
edition had with him the weight and value. 
of a MS. And if it was really printed, as 
Stephens believed, from moſt ancient manuſcripts, 
he was reaſonable and moderate enough in 
treating it as a ſeparate MS. But if beſides; - 
No. 1, which ſignifies this edition, Stephens 
had ſixteen MSS. his ſixteenth MS. would 
then be marked No. 17. Unluckily no ſuch 
number appears in any part of the margin. 
However, as I love to be generous, I will 
help you to an argument, that will not only 
prove what you want, but ſomething more: 
No. 19. (ﬆ) is quoted in the margin, Matth. 
XXIV. 20, from which deducting one for 

1 the 
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the Complutenſian edition, there will remain 
eigbrern MSS. belonging to Stephens, and a 
fortiori fixteen. I know that fooliſh people 


who are called critics will ſtart an objection. 
They will affect to think it, with Mill, a 
miſprint for 12 (ib. f.) but you, Sir, will 
wiſely diſregard what ſuch fellows think. 
Four foul never came into their ſecret, nor to their 
aſſembly has your honour been united, But what 
am l doing? Teaching the rudiments of 
arithmetic to a couple of Clotens, who can't 
take two from twenty for their hearts , and leave 
9 (Cymbeline.) 

Whether Stephens had ſixteen or a 
fifteen MSS. in all, is not of ſo much con- 
ſequence as the next queſtion, how many of 
theſe contained the Cathohc Epiſtles. Martin 
(Verits, p. 171) part of whoſe reaſoning you 
Have adopted, (p. 80, 175) ſays, nine at 
leaft ; and thus he argues: If Stephens had 
only ſeven MSS. in all, he would not have 
made a particular enumeration, but have ſaid, 
. or & Tc in the margin. If he had only 
eight, he would have faid, v. nm (adding 


the number of the diſſentient MS. ſuch be- 


ing his cuſtom in other places. I anſwer, 
4 |; $e ue 
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1. That Stephens could not, conſiſtently with 
truth, as Martin himſelf owns, uſe the mark 
1. in this place, becauſe. the Complutenſian 
edition, his No. 1. diſſents; nor, 2. could 
he, conſiſtently with himſelf, ſay, v. — 
becauſe he never does ſay ſo in his ſecond vo- 
lume, the epiſtles and apocalypſe. But you 
are not content with Martin's ſcanty allow- 
ance, your lively imagination hurries you 
beyond the bounds of ſober reaſon ; and in 
one of your happy inventive moments you 
ſet down the whole ſixteen, p. 284, as con- 
taining his diſputed paſſage. A jolly com- 
pany! What luck old Robert had to light 
upon. theſe MSS. and ſettle the true reading 
from them, before Satan and his Arians 
had laid their claws upon them! Did you 
ever hear, Sir, of any large collection of MSS. 
all containing the whole Greek Teſtament? 
Or, to deal liberally, let the apocalypſe be 
excepted, did you ever hear of ſo many as 
fifteen all containing the remainder? Take 
the trouble of conſulting fifteen at hazard, 
you will be very fortunate if ſeven of them 
contain the Catholic Epiſtles. Or do you 


piouſly believe, that an editor who has not 
F deſcribed 
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deſcribed his MSS. may have found only ſucft 


as are complete, while ſcarce a ſixth part of 


thoſe MSS. which have been particularly de- 
ſcribed, contains the N. T. entire, even with 
the exception mentioned ? You inform us, 
p- 275, (fee alſo p. 295-6) that it does not 
follow from R. Stephens's not citing all his 
MSS. to all parts of his Greek Teftament, 

that all his MSS. did not contain all the 
Greek Teftament.” But I can tell you what 
does follow. If R. Stephens's MSS. all con- 


tain the whole N. T. either the MSS. ſo rare- 


hy cited had a miraculous agreement with his 
text, ſuch as never has been ſince found in 
any one MS. or R. Stephens's collator was fo 
infamoufly negligent, that his filence and his 
teſtimony are equally undeſerving of regard. 
A ray of light however pierced: through the 
Egyptian darkneſs of your mind, when you 
wrote the following ſentence, p. 136: The 
MS. of R. Stephens marked 15 does not 
feem to have contained the Goſpel of St. 


John at all; rox there is no reference te this 
MS, in the margin. | But to what pur poſe di 1 


we prolong this childiſh play? Newton, 
Wetſtein, and Mr. Grieſbach knew well 
| enough 
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1 
enough that Stephens's No. 2 was once 
quoted upon the Epiſtle to the Romans, 
No. 5, twice upon the apocalypſe, No. 7, up- 
on the Acts, &c. but they expected that an 
adverſary, who had the leaſt ſhare of ſenſe or 
candour, would not build any argument upon 
the infallibility of a printer or compoſitor. 
They knew too, that Stephens's margin was 
full of miſtakes in the numbers of the MSS. 
and they judged it much more likely that 
B ſhould be a miſtake for ſome other leter, 
(perhaps for 9) than that the ſame MS. which 
in the Goſpels and Acts was ſo prolific as to 
produce near four hundred various readings, 
ſhould become fo barren on a ſudden as to 
yield only one in the epiſtles. Whoever can 
bring his mind to believe this, poſſeſſes a 
faith that diſdains all intercourſe with reaſon; 
a faith that not only can remove, but has actu- 
ally removed mountains. Nor would it be 
difficult to rectify many of theſe miſtakes 
from the internal evidence of the margin. 
For inſtance, No. 5, ought to be 15 in both 
places of the apocalypſe ; and, though it may 
ſeem ſtrange, that the letters a and 2 ſhould 
ever. be confounded, I can with certainty 

BS © OO pronounce 


„ 


b pronounce this to have have happened in 


Acts XVII. 5. But let a ſingle number be 
once quoted in Stephens“ s margin, you bold- 
ly ſet it down as beyond all contradiction, p. 295, 
containing that whole book of the N. T. 
where the marginal reference is found. In 


the firſt place, you take for granted that no 


MS. of Stephens was mutilated. Secondly, 
though Stephens has given us as vague and 
unlearned an account of his MSS. as if he 
| Intended to keep us in the dark, we are yet, 
with the few lights we have, often. able to 
detect his miſtakes. This argument there- 
fore will do you no ſervice, unleſs you can 
ſhew that it was impoſſible for Stephens to 
err in his marginal numbers. I know ſuch 


an accident is impoſſible. in your creed; yet 


I have been told that it ſometimes happens 
in printing; and perhaps you may find, that 
in your own enumeration of Stephens's MSS. p. 
295, (where, by the way, you have been able 
to reckon up only fifteen) by the author's 
or printer's fault « is left for d. I ſhall there- 


fore, Sir, requeſt your permiſſion (p. 16) to 


believe that Stephens had only ſeven MSS. of 


the Catholic Epiſtles, and that if any of them 
omitted 
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-omitted 1 John, V. 7. thev all omitted it. 
To which important diſcuſſion we now 
proceed. | 
Nearly two hundred and forty years are pie 
ſince R. Stephens publiſhed his famous Greek 
edition of the N. T. with various readings. 
The marginal note upon the conteſted place 
would undoubtedly ſay, if there be no error, 
that his ſeven MSS. all have the ſeventh 
verſe, except the words # Twi ovpavur. But 
that ſeven Greek MSS. collected by the ſame 
perſon from different places; ſeven MSS. of 
different ages and merits, ſhould all conſent. 
in a reading, that no critic or editor has been 
able, during the ſpace of two centuries and an 
half, to find in any other MS. whatever, 
Greek or Latin, is ſuch an exceſs of impro- 
bability, as the very men who maintain here, 
would be foremoſt to ridicule in aby other 
diſpute. For let us ſuppoſe, by way of ar- 
gument, that ſome other Greek MSS. retain 
the text, ſtill theſe retain at the ſame time 
the words % Twi evpavors, How comes it to 
paſs, that none of theſe ſeven orthodox MSS. 
agrees with that noble pair the Dublin and 
1 in rejecting the final claufe of the eighth 


S 3 verſe? 
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verſe? And what makes the wonder of the 
thing is, that the ſeven MSS. which omit 
the words fv rr ovparwr ſhould all fall into the 
ſame hands, perform the tatk 1mpoſed upon 
them, and then vauiſh for ever. All theſe 
difficulties you obviate by anſwering, that the 
MSS. are loſt, If ſuch MSS. ever exiſted, 
they are certainly loſt ; but how do you prove 
that they ever exiſted ? Becauſe R. Stephens 
and. T. Beza fay that they exiſted. What 
ſays the former? He puts a mark in his 
margin that implies ſuch an aſſertion. Surely 
this is not the eighteenth century, the age of 
criticiſm and learning, when ſuch arguments 
as theſe are heard with patience, and thought 
to need a ſerious reſutatior, Does an editor, 
when he marks various readings in the margin 
of his edition, intend ſolemnly to pledge 
his word, or to take an oath upon the truth 
of every aſſertion which thoſe marginal notes 
virtually contain? If ſuch be the conditions 
of publiſhing ancient authors, the publiſhers 
are of all men the moſt miſerable; and no 
man in his ſenſes will undertake ſo painful 
and thankleſs an office. A critic who ex- 
preſſes his various readings without abbrevia- 

tions, 
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tions, has a much better chance of avoid- 


ing miſtakes; and yet miſtakes occur very 
frequently, notwithſtanding all precautions. 


Thus Grotius, in his note upon this paſſage 


ſolemnly declares and pofitively affirms that our 
| Alexandrian MS, omits the final clauſe of the 
eighth verſe, What would you, Sir, ſay upon 
this, if you found it your intereſt to de- 
fend Grotius ? Any thing rather than acqui- 
eſce in the true ſolution, that Grotius did not 
rightly underſtand or rightly copy the colla- 
tion that was ſent him from England. 
That Grotius was a man of ſo much ſenſe 
and yeracity, that he could neither be de- 
ceived nor deceive ;' and that therefore the 
Alexandrian MS. wanted this clauſe : that 
to ſuppoſe the contrary would be to accuſe 
Grotius of telling a wilful lie; or that the 


MS, which he quotes upon this verſe was 


not the Alexandrian, &c.“ This, Sir, I take 
to be the ſubſtance of what you would ſay in 
Grotius's defence ; which would make a yery 
handſome figure when it was trimmed in 
your gorgeous eloquence, and ſpread through 
two pages in a mixture of declamation and 
inyvective, in which it would be Hected to teach 
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us, that zeaching Mr. Travis would 1 in m 


(p. 125—126.) 


But how could ſeven MSS. be loſt at Paris) 
Many MSS. uſed by editors of that age are 


ſtill . preſerved. Beza's two, the Clermont 


and Cambridge, are ſtill extant, and in good 
condition. Moſt of the MSS. which Eraſ- 
mus uſed, are ſtill extant, and in good con- 
dition. Were they in ſafer places or more 
likely to ſurvive than Stephens's? What was 
Robert doing not to reſtore to the king's li- 
brary the eight MSS. that he had borrowed? 


Le Long's teſtimony would indeed ſave Ste- 
phens's honeſty; but alas! at the ſame time 


it would demoliſh a main ſupport of the verſe. 
For Le Long ſays, that eleven of the very 
MSS. that R. Stephens uſed (not iſteen, as 
you imagine, p. 128) are now in the king's 


library, four of which omit the diſputed 


paſſage. We might hence conclude, that 
R. Stephens had reſtored all the eight that 


he had borrowed, and meant to give the li- 


brary the reſt of the fifteen that were his 
own. But you, Sir, are ſo offended with this 
teſtimony, that Le Long, Stephens, and the 
whole world, ſhall be liars, ſooner than this 

charming 


tn 1 


charming text ſhall come to any harm. You 
therefore find a trifling error or two in Le 
Long's * account, make ſeveral more, and 
thence take occaſion to ſet aſide his whole 
evidence. But your chief argument is a tacit 
aſſumption, (which I have already conſider- 
ed) that Stephens could not commit a typo- 
graphical error. This however is ſo impor- 
tant an axiom, that you ought beforehand to 
be very ſure of its truth. Again, Le Long 
ſays, that the eleven MSS. in the king's li- 
brary have the inſignia of K. Henry II. upon 


the covers, Then, you exclaim, they are 


not the MSS. of Stephens; for his were bor- 
rowed of Francis, Henry's predeceſſor. The 
minor of this argument you have omitted, 
but the ſame thinking minds, that you have 
preſſed into your opinion, p. 270, will be 


compelled, doubt not, to acknowledge it 


for an eternal and ſelf-evident truth, vis. that 


Le Long is miſtaken, 1. In making Stephens's No. 15, 
contain only ſeven Epiſtles of Paul, which contains alſo 
the Catholic Epiſtles, and the Apocalypſe; and, 2. In 
making No. 16. contain two of the Goſpels, which con- 
tains only the 3 See . Travis's Appendix. 
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no king “ ever ſends his books to be news- 
bound. I told you, Sir, in my firſt letter, 
that you never read through Wetſtein's Pro- 
legomena. I now add, that you have not 
read through Wetſtein's note upon the very 
paſlage that you defend. For there you would 
have found theſe words (to which alſo Le 
Long refers, (Emlyn, Vol. II. p. 274) 
quoted from R. Stephens's anſwer to the 
Paris divines : Poſtulant aſſerri vetus exemplar — 
reſpondeo non poſſe fieri, quod non unum efſet, ſed 
quindecim relata in bibliothecam regiam, quæ mihi 
precario data ſuerant. You ſay, that it does 
not concord with the known probity of R, Ste- 
 phens, that he, who had only borrowed eight 
Ms. from the royal library ſhould return 
fifteen thither, for no other purpoſe, as it 
ſhould ſeem, than to abuſe the confidence of 
thoſe friends, who had lent to him the other 
MSS. and to deprive them of their property.“ 
Who told you they were lent ? Que undique 
corrogare licuit, Does corrogare ſignify fa 


* Stephani 46. Codex Reg. 2869. Compactus eſt ite 
rum Henrico II. Galliarum Rege, WETSsTEIx. Tom. II. 
p. 12. 


ftrialy 


i mw} | 

ſtrictly to borrow, that Stephens's friends 
could not have made him a preſent of theſe 
MSS. The word 1#poirapey in the Greek pre- 
face intimates nothing about borrowing. But 
be that as may, R. Stephens affirms two 
things, 1. That he once had fifteen MSS. 
(not ſixteen); 2. That he now had them na 
| longer, but had them ſent to the king's li- 
brary. There is indeed a ſmall inaccuracy 
in this account, but of no conſequence. 
Stephens probably ſpoke from memory. 
The manuſcripts had long been returned; 
and it concerned not his examiners, who 
required him to produce them, to know 
the exact hiſtory of every MS. its quondam 
poſſeſſor, &c. It was enough to tell them 
in general terms, that he was unable to com- 
ply with their demand, that the manuſcripts 
were gone aut of his hands; that they be- 
longed to the royal library, and were now 
reſtored. Or he might. perhaps forget the 
preciſe words of his anſwer to the examiners, 
and only retain the ſubſtance. However, if 
you chuſe to take advantage of this flight 
miſtake, and to give Stephens the lie, what 
will become of your pathetic declamation 
about 


E 1] 
about worth and probity and Honour? (p. 59, 


125.) I cannot help obſerving how amiable: 


Py 


this concern for Stephens's character is, and 


how well it fits upon a man, who, though he 


is ſhocked at the idea of that learned printer 


cheating his friends, feels no ſcruple in max- 
ing him cheat the king, and carry off the 
royal manuſcripts to Geneva, as his own pri- 
vate property. From this confeſſion of Ste- 
phens in the year 1552, four years before 
Beza's firſt. * edition, that he then had no 
Greek MSS. in his poſſeſſion, it follows that 
Beza never had the uſe of any from Stephens, 
and that all your aſſertions and conjectures 
upon that ſubject fall to the ground. 

But why, Sir, do you attempt to confute 
Le Long, and leave Wetſtein untouched ? 
Wetſtein affirms, that he with his own eyes 
ſaw at Paris five of the ſeven MSS. that Ste- 
phens uſed in publiſhing the Catholic Epiſtles 


* Beza firſt publiſhed his N. T. in 1556, though Mr. 
Travis erroneouſly, as his manner is, (p. 7. ed. 1 and 2) 
makes it 1551. In his ſecond edition he twice contra- 


dicts himſelf, and fays 1556, pp. 130, 275. With no 


leſs exactneſs he makes (p. 111, 337) Erafmus publiſh 
his Paraphraſe in 1541; ſeveral years after his death. 


(4, Jy 


„„ 00 
(4, 5, 7, 9, 10.) and that theſe all omit from 
h the words t# Twi ovpazrwi to the words, t rn n, 
incluſive. And J have ſuch an opinion of 
Wetitein's ſenſe and honeſty (though he was 
an heretic) that I ſhall venture to think him 
in the right, till you, Sir, talk ſomething 
more to the purpoſe. If you aſk, how Wet- 
ſtein came to know, that they were the ſame 
manuſcripts. I anſwer, by collating them, and 
finding them agree with Stephens's margin in 
other places. And leſt you ſhould reply, that 
the readings of theſe MSS. as given by Wetſtein 
ſometimes differ fromthe readings of Stephens's 
margin, cognoſce ex me, quoniam hoc primum 
lempus diſcendi naftus es, that in theſe caſes a. 
general and remarkable ſimilarity is a ſtronger 
argument for the affirmative, than a few va- 
riations for the negative. If we reject this 
canon, ſuch a monſtrous abſurdity as this 
will enſue; that if a collator makes here and 
there a miſtake, whoever afterwards conſults 
the ſame manuſcript, muſt not infer the 
identity of the manuſcript from the perfect 
agreement of the reſt of the collation. Thus 
the manuſcripts will be daily multiplied, in 
| the 
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the joint? Ntio of the . and negligence 
of the eollitors. 
Having before ſhewn that R. Stephens 8 
work was in general inaccurate and imperfect, 
I proceed in the next place, to point out ſome 
particular faults. In 1 Pet. III. rr, the 
words @y#0% re, are omitted, contrary to 
all manuſcripts, verſions, and former editions, 
Was this the effect of fraud or miſtake ? If we 
dare to ſuſpe& any fraud, you will remind us 
that ii ill become us io conſider how we can 
jaftify ourſelves either in literary candour br 
' Chriſtian charity, &c. (p. 10, 13.) And we 
ſhall get very little by taking he other [part 
of the] alternative, that Stephens omitted theſe 
words by miſtake. For, by the help of the 
Travifian logic, which is of the ſort that de- 
duces QUIDLIBET EX QUOLIBET, I will prove 
that Stephens omitted them upon the autho- 
rity of manuſcripts. "Now he omitted them 
Nor BY MIS T ARE; becauſs he would in that 
caſe have replaced in his ſubſequent edition of 
F551, a paſſage which he had left out of this edj= 
tion by mere overſight. Nor BY MISTAKE 3 
becauſe # man who had been ſo painfully accurate 
As to point out in his errata the miſplacing of one 


comma, 


EE FF 
comma, and the omiſſim of another, cannot Bᷣ 
ſuppoſed io have ſuffered iævs ſuch important words 
to have eſcaped his notice. Nor BY MISTAKE; | 
becauſe the words in queſtion are omitted in the 
edition of Fobn Crispin 15 5 3, who was the 
friend and fellow-citizen of Robert Stephens, and 
muſt be concluded to have publiſhed with his af= 
fiftance, for it is impoſſible to ſuppoſe, that Criſpin 
would not, &c. Nor BY MISTAKE 3 becauſe 
the Latin verfion in the edition of 155 1, which 
is placed by the fide of the Greek, contains theſe 
words, and muſt conſequently force them upon 
the attention of Stephens, whoſe duty and intereſt 
would conſpire io make him inſert them in the” 
original, unleſs he had (upon good grounds doubt« 
leſs) determined to rejett them. If ſuch labour- 
ed nothings (which I have faithfully imitats 
ed from you, p. 57, 122, except that ! have 
retrenched ſome of your redundancies) had 
any force, what would they prove ? That a 
reading is ſupported by authority, which, 
as faras I can learn, every man hitherto has 
believed to be a mere error of the preſs. Yet 
' this error paſſed at leaſt four editions * with- 
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6ut obſervation or correction. With reſpeCt- 
to the marginal numbers and the marks in the 
text, errors abound in Stephens's edition. 
To ſet this matter in a clear light, I will. 
give a collation of two pages of the Apoca- 
lypſe 176—177. In theſe two pages Ste- 
phens's margin omits eighteen various 
readings of the Complutenſian edition, and 
notes nineteen, Of theſe nineteen two are 
inaccurate and two palpably falſe. Three 
times the ſemicircle which ought to deter- 
mine the quantity of text is omitted, and in 
a fourth paſlage it 1s at leaſt once miſplaced, 
for it is twice printed. T'wenty-fix “ faults. in 
the compaſs of two pages! In Apoc. XV. 
2. zal is marked as wanting in two copies, 
whereas * is extant in thoſe copies and the 
four following words *« rod apa ya ros aur are 
wanting. If then Stephens could, as I have 
proved, place both his obelus and ſemicircle 
wrong, I am ſurely very moderate, when I 
only contend for half of this miſtake in a caſe 
of neceſſity. I am certain at leaſt, that he 
tremulous ball of orthodoxy muſt be aimoſt invi- 


* Twenty-ſeyen. See Poſtſcript, 
fle, 
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fible, if it vibrates within the narrow limits * of 
this momentous ſemicircle. © But Stephens 
ought to have corrected this miſtake, if it was 
a miſtake, in his errata.“ Ves, to be ſure he 
ought; ſo he ought to have corrected many 
others, ſome of which I have mentioned; but he 
has not done it, and therefore no particular rea- 
ſon obliged him to do it here. The tranſpoſi- 
tion of a ſtop or a miſtake in orthography, is 
eaſily rectified; but thoſe errors, which are 
in truth of the greateſt confequence, are at the 
lame time moſt difficult to detect, a ſophiſ- 
ticated text or a falfified margin. It was full 
as eaſy to miſplace a ſemicircle as a comma, 
for they are nearly of the ſame ſize and ſhape, 
and are frequently confounded in Stephens's 
edition; but if the ſemicircle were miſplaced, 
it might elude all diſcovery, unleſs the edi- 
tor either carried all the various readings in 
his memory, or would undertake the pleaſing 
taſk of performing the whole collation anew. 
In ſhort, when we confider, that theſe ſeven 
manuſcripts of Stephens, on the one ſup- 
poſition give a reading which has never been 


by Gibbon, Vol, II. p- 253 Ato. III. 335. 8 vo. 
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found in any manuſcript, Greek or Latin: 
that they deſtroy the antitheſis between heaven 
and earth, which the context, if the verſe were 
genuine would plainly demand; that Stephens 
often miſplaced his marks; that no manuſcript 
can now be found in the library to which Ste- 
phens returned his manuſcripts that exhibits 
this reading ; while on the other hand, if we 
only ſuppoſe a ſingle ſemicircle wrong placed, 
we ſhall have a text agreeing with all the other 
Greek manuſcripts, or at leaſt with more than 
one hundred; when we add to this, that 
Wetſtein found at Paris five manuſcripts, 
which agreed with five of Stephens's manu- 
ſcripts in other places, but here contradicted 
his margin, none will heſitate to pronounce, 
that Stephens's copies followed the herd, and 
omitted the ſeventh verſe, except only thoſe, 
who by a diligent peruſal of Tertullian have 
adopted his maxims of reaſoning, and meaſure 
the merits of their aſſent by the abſurdity * of 
the propoſition to be believed. 111 


* Crucifixus eſt Dei filius; non pudet, quia puden- 
dum eſt: et mortuus eft Dei filius: prorſus eredibile eſt, 
quia ineptum eſt; et ſepultus reſurrexit; certum eſt, quia 
impoſſibile eſt. TER TI LIAN de Carne Chriſti. 5. 
| J I have 
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I have already quoted the paſſage from 
Beza's preface or dedication, which proves 
that he had not the ocular inſpection of Ste- 
phens's MSS. I have likewiſe proved that 
Stephens, by his own confeſſton, had them 
no longer in his power in the year 1552. I 
might therefore ſafely diſmiſs the ſubje& 3 
but it may poſſibly divert the reader to ſee 
Mr. Travis's alacrity in blundering. - You 
ſay, that Beza detects miſtakes in R. Ste- 
phens's collation, whence you argue that 
Beza had the uſe of the ſame MSS. A 
moſt exquiſite reaſon ! Stephens, in print- 
ing the collation made by his fon Henry, 
ſometimes committed a miſtake ; Beza, by 
the help of Henry's autograph, corrected . 
the miſtake. Is this ſo hard to conceive ? 
It is alſo pleaſant to obſerve, that Emlyn tries 
to prove a truth by a falſehood, and that you 
gravely follow him, pp. 124, 275. For Be- 
za detects no miſtake in the paſſage to which 


* Diſtinguendum inter collationem accuratam et editi- 
onem collationis accuratam : Cl. de Maſtricht accurate 
quidem contulit codicem Cæſareum; ſed collationem non 
accurate edidit; quin plurima ſuppreſſit. WE T STEIN. 
Proleg. p. 160. it 
A* G 2 Emlyn 
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Emlyn refers, but perfectly agrees with Ste- 
phens's margin *. But that the reader may 
ſee-what. ſtuff has impeſed upon ſome perſons 
for wrrefragable 'reafonmg, Iwill tranſcribe a 
part of your note, p. 124. It would have 
been well worth Mr. Emlyn's pains to 
have apprized us how Beza could poſſibly 
have detected a miſtake of this kind, in Ste- 
phens's book of collations, unleſs by reſort- 
ing to the manuſeripts themſelves.“ If this 
note did not proceed from the profoundeſt 

ignorance ***#*. State it in Engliſh, and it | 
will auſwer itſelf. How could Beza detect 
a, miſtake in Stephens's printed collations, 
but by reforting to the | manuſcripts from 
which Stephens printed thoſe collations ? Pu- 
get quidem lalibus immorars ; fed quid fatias ? Ut 
adverſfar ſunt, ita morem geras, et infra ie non- 
nunquam dcfcendas neceſſe gti. Again, Beza 
fays:in'other places, ego in omnibus noſtris in- 
ven, Sic legitur in omnibus, que quidem mibi 
mfþ;cere cult, &c. The former of theſe notes 


.* Neque extant in Complutenſi editione neque in alio 
guodam vetuſto codice ex noſtris. BRZ A ad Apoc. I. 11 
Emlyn underſtood it as if it were gueguam. a. 6. STEPH. 

marg. | 

Beza 


1 

Beza had afterwards the modeſty to with- 
draw. As for the other, and any expreſſions 
of the ſame ſort, we muſt either ſoften them 
by a gentle interpretation, or be obliged to 
fix an imputation upon Beza, which would 
11 ſuit his erudition, and ſtill worſe his prety, 
Beza too is ſometimes very lax in his aſ- 
fertions. Matth. I. 11. he at. firſt publiſhed 
from an interpolated manuſcript of Ste- 
phens. In his later editions he reſtored the 
common reading; but that he might ſeem to 
have adopted the other upon better grounds 
and authority than he really had, he goes on, 
Robertus Stephanus ex vetuſtis codicibus excudit, 
| &, Now R. Stephens did never ſo print it 
in his text, but only puts it in his margin as 
the reading of one ſingle manuſcript. Such 


was Theodore Beza's good faith and exactneſs 


in ſacred literature! Beſides, any impartial 
reader will be convinced by the conduct of 
| Beza himſelf with regard to this verſe, that 
he had not the immediate uſe of Stephens's 


manuſcripts. For having written in his firſt, 


and ſecond editions, /eg:mus et nos in nonnullis, 
he afterwards changed his tone, and in the 
ſucceeding impreſſions only ſays, extat in none 
8 3 nullis. 
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zullis, How meck and modeſt ! Such a ſweet 
tempered man as Beza, armed with the au- 
thority of ſo many manuſcripts, would not 
have thundered his anathemas againſt - the 
ſeſquiberetic * Eraſmus for wreſting the capital 
texts out of the hands of the faithful. In- 
ſtead of charging the oppoſers of this verſe 
with aſſiſting the devil, he is ſo faint-hearted 

in his later editions, as to hint a doubt whe- 
ther the ſeventh verſe ought not to be ex- 
punged. If we may believe you, Sir, pp. 130, 
275, R. Stephens himſelf expreſslv declares 
that he had lent Beza the manuſcripts, which 
he (Stephens) formerly uſed. I wiſh you 
would pay a little attention to the truth of 
your facts, and not quote books without con- 
ſulting them, Stephens is ſo far from affirm- 

ing what you put into his mouth, that upon 
an attentive peruſal, he would appear to af- 
firm the direct contrary, His words are, 
uod ad exemplaria attine!—ſunt autem cum alia 
tum ea omnia que in regis Gallorum bibliotbeca 
extant, Sc. If they were then in the French 


| * Attuli Novum Teſtamentum ab Eraſmo verſum. 
Ab Eraſmo? Aiunt illum eſſe ſeſgui- hæreticum. ERAS- 
mus Colloq. Adoleſcentis et Scorti. 


King's 


* * 
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King's library, how could Beza have them 
at Lauſanne ? If Stephens had kept them 
and Jent them to Beza, he would have ex- 
prefled himſelf in this manner :-—2uz ex regis 
G. b. utenda habu—YNug ex regis G. b. mii 
precat io data ſunt. Having at laſt diſcuſſed the 
ſubject of Stephens and Beza's orthodox ma- 
nuſcripts, I am compelled to decide (with 
ſorrow I pronounce it !) that they have diſ- 
appeared; perhaps they were too good for this 
world, and therefore are no longer viſible on 
earth. However, I adviſe the true believers 
not to be dejected; for ſince all things loſt 
from earth are treaſured up in the lunar 
ſphere, they may reſt aſſured, that theſe va- 
luable relics are ſafely depoſited in a ſnug cor- 
ner of the moon, fit company for Conſtan- 
tine's donation, Orlando's wits, and Mr. 
Travis's learning. 


POS TSCRIPT. 


Though I am almoſt aſhamed to have 
waſted ſo many words upon ſo plain and eaſy | 
a ſubject as Stephens's manuſcripts, I cannot 


forbear offering ſome fai ther obſervations. 
1 The 


[88 


The beauty of Stephens's edition is fuch, 
that it dazzles the eyes of the ignorant be- 
holder, and this circumſtance, joined to the 
vulgar but erroneous perſuaſion that Ste- 
phens's editions are free from typographical 
errors, naturally creates a ſtrong prejudice in 
favour of its correctneſs. But all the learned 
are agreed, that ſcarcely any critical benefit 
can be derived from it. For inſtead of giv- 
ing an accurate and particular deſcription of 
his manuſcripts ; what parts of the N. T. 
every one contained; where it was mutilated 
or defective; what was its probable age, &c. 
he leaves us to gather information where we 
can find it. However; if he had ſcrupulouſly 
noted all the various readings in his margin, 
and attributed each to its proper parent, we 
might by a careful compariſon of the exter- 
val authority ſince produced, and the intrin- 
fic goodneſs or badneſs of the readings, form 
a tolerable judgment upon the antiquity and 
merits of his manuſcripts. But inſtead of 
doing this, he has favoured us with only a 
part of the various readings, (probably leis 
than half) and has frequently ſet* down- a 
reading as from one manuſcript which be- 

longed 


1 ] 


longed to another. Of thirteen hundred va- 


rious readings of the Complutenſian edition, 


he has omitted ſeven hundred; of four upon 
the moſt curious place of the whole N. T. he 
has omitted three. Since therefore he has 
been ſo negligent of a printed book, it is ut- 
terly unlikely that he ſhould take more pains 
with his- manuſcripts, the majority of which 
were leſs eaſy to read. Again: in his folio: 
edition, Stephens was ſo ſervilely addicted to 
Eraſmus (ſee Mill, Prol. p. 126) that though 
he follows his manuſcripts only in thirty two- 
places, and the Complutenſian in thirty one, 
he follows Eraſmus's fifth edition in ninety- 
nine! Surely then an edition to which he 
pays much more deference than to any other 
ſingle authority, might deſerve a place in his 
margin, when he deſerts it. To what motive 
ſhall we aſcribe Stephens's obſtinate ſilence? 
Fam inclined to think, he was afraid of ac- 
knowledging himſelf indebted to an heretic 
for any aſſiſtance in ſacred criticiſm. Thus 
much may ſerve for omiſſions. To the ex- 
amples of error that I have produced in the 
body of my letter, I ſhall now add a few more. 


John XVI. 14. If Stephens's margin be cor-- 


rect 
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rect, ſeven of his copies read Mapa for 
N, j Let Mr. Travis believe ſo if he likes; 
but every body elſe will quickly ſee that the 
marginal note belongs to Mycras in the next 
verſe. Act IX. 31. a reading which mani- 
feſtly belongs to one and the ſame manuſcript 
is ſplit into two, and the parts given to dif- 

ferent copies. Two of the proofs that Martin 
and Mr. Travis bring againſt Le Long carry 
internal evidence againſt themſelves from the 
very order of the numbers. Act. XXV. 14. 
& 14. n. XIII. 15. 4. 14. Upon the firſt J have 
nothing to propoſe; the ſecond ought, I be- 
lieve, to be, 9. . iz. for theſe three manu · 
ſeripts agree together in the ſame chapter once 
againſt all Stephens's other authorities, and 
once againſt all but the Complutenſian. The 

ſame number is twice repeated in the margin 
of Apoc. XII. 2. u. i. «. (read a. 16. 18.) Nor 
is this edition free (however that ſilly fancy 
has gained credit) from the moſt glaring ty- 
pographical errors. Thus pages 212 and 213 
are numbered 213 and 214, and in the run- 
ning titles of pages 85 and 212, MATO. 1s 
printed for MAPK. and EYATT. for IPAZEIZ, 
Acts IX. 24. re ruh in the text; 1 Cor, XVI. 

8 14. 
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14. 4, Vary is violently rent aſunder, as I have 
here repreſented it. I have counted above 
forty places where the ſemicircle is omitted; 
ſometimes neither the obelus nor the ſemicir- 
ele appear; Rom. XVI. 24. Gal. 14. Some- 
times neither figure of reference nor ſemicir- 
cle; John XI. 30. Acts V. 33. VII. 57. 
Sometimes the text directs us to the margin 
for a various reading, where the margin is 
ſillent; Mark XIII. 19. Apoc. XVI. 1. Some- 
times the ſemicircle is twice printed; 1 Cor. 
VII. 33. Apoc. II. 7, Sometimes the figure 
of reference is miſplaced; Rom. XIII. 3. 
Apoc. II. 20. (correct my former collation, p. 
29.) XXI. 6. XXII. 11. ſometimes the ſemi- 
circle; Matth. V. 48. XI. 23. Act. VII. 21.“ 
&c. ſometimes both the figure and ſemicirele: 
Acc. I. 26. Vet none of theſe miſtakes are 
rectified in the errata, where Stephens has 
been ſo painfully accurate, according to Mr. 
Travis, p. 58, 123, as to ſet commas and 
points exactly right. If then theſe plain and 


* Gal. IV. 3 v. the ſemicircle is placed after the word 
excvbipas, which ought to follow xa in the next verſe 
V. 1. The ſame miſtake for which we contend | in 1 Jenn 
V. 7. 
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palpable faults, moſt of which are ſuch as 
the ſmalleſt ſhare of knowledge or attention 
would be ſufficient to detect, if theſe could 
eſcape Stephens or his corrector, how 
much more eaſily might they miſs the 
error of this reference, for the diſcovery of 
which a good memory, a ſtrong judgment, 

or a painful attention was neceflary? ) 
But ſuppoſing that R. Stephens, or any 

other editor, had affirmed in expreſs terms, 
that he poſſeſſed ſeven manuſcripts of the 
Catholic Epiſtles, in which was read the 
verſe, 1 John, V. 7, except the words © rr 
eb, Who would be bound to believe him? 
'This ground is fo ſmooth, eafy and pleaſant, 
that the defenders of the faid- verſe are per- 
petually pacing it over. After judieiouſſy im- 
proving a marginal abbreviation into a ſolemn 
and formal aſſeveration, which muſt irrevo- 
cably decide the character of R. Stephens for 
honeſty and veracity, they deafen us by bawl- 
ing in our ears old ſcraps of ſermons againſt 
the crying ſin of uncharitableneſs. For my 
own part, I declare, that let any editor affirm, 
as poſitively as he will, that he has ſeven 
- manuſcripts of an ancient author, conſenting 
| 5 


( 93 J 
in à certain reading; if an hundred manu- 
ſeripts of the ſame author being afterwards 
collated are found all to agree in another read- 
ing, and to contradict the ſuppoſed ſeven ma- 
* whatever may be ſuch an editor's 
general reputation for veracity, I ſhall cer- 
tainly reject his teſtimony in this particular, 
either as a miſtake, or (if his indiſcreet friends 
will ſuffer no compromiſe) as a wilful and 
deliberate untruth. Yeudoiuny atorros & xt 
re wie axovrve In Horace, A. P. 65, palus 
has its ſecond ſyllable made ſhort, contrary 
to a known canon, and the conſtant uſage of 
all good Latin poets. And to render the caſe 
quite deſperate, Servius and Priſcian expreſſly 
cite the verſe for an example of this extraor- 
dinaty licence. What ſays Theodore Mar- 


eilius to all this? He produces, if we may take 


his word for it, Ihe irue reading from ancient 
parchments of Horace and Priſcian. Upon which 
Bentley . obſerves, ffrenue frontem perfricare 
Theodorum Marcilium, in plain Englith, that he 
is auimpudent liar. And to Bentley's ſentence 
of condemnation, every perſon will ſubſcribe, 
except Mr. Travis and his proſelytes, whoſe 
Kane candour and Chriſtian charity will ſuffer 


them 
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[1 
them to think evil of none but heretics, 
Ego huic tefti, etiamſi jurato, qui tam manifeſto 
fumos vendit, me non crediturum eſſe confirms. 
(Moſheim in Horſley's Tracts, pp. 159, 35 5, 
489.) But I have no objection to put the 
debate upon a ſhorter iſſue. I will acknow- 
ledge the probability of Stephens's margin 
being right in this place, if another paſſage 
in the whole N. T. can be found, wherever 
three of his manuſcripts agree with each other, 
and differ from every copy ſince examined. 

Twelve years before the appearance of Ste- 
phens's firſt edition, his father-in-law, Simon 
Colinæus, publiſhed the Greck Teſtament. 
Both Mill and Wetſtein allow that he faith- 
fully followed his manuſcripts, and Wetſtein 
candidly vindicates him from Mill's harſh 
cenſure of raſhneſs and preſumption, rightly 
obſerving, that Colinzus had few guides to 
follow, and that his poverty, not his will, was 
to blame. Theſe manuſcripts, however, whe- 
ther good or bad, many or few, omitted 
1 John, V. 7; and conſequently Colinæus 
leaves it out of his edition. If Colinæus bor- 
rowed his manuſcripts from the royal library, 
they muſt have been ſome of thoſe that were 


after- 


[ 8 ] 


afterwards uſed by his ſon-in-law, If they 
were his own or lent him by his friends, ſtill 
it is moſt probable that Stephens knew of 
them, and endeavoured to procure them for 


the ſervice of his own edition. But if any 


manuſcript of Colinzus containing the Catho- 


lic Epiſtles was afterwards uſed by Stephens, 


ſince that manuſcript certainly was deſtitute 
of the three heavenly witneſſes, it will 


furniſh a new proof, if proof be wanted, of the 


wrong poſition of the ſemicircle, in this me- 
morable ſentence of Stephens's edition. 
The freedom with which I have treated 
that great work (as Mr. Travis calls it, p. 129) 
may perhaps diſpleaſe ſome of Stephens's ido- 
laters ; . but the invidious praiſes that have 
been heaped upon it by ignorant or intereſted 


perſons, have extorted cheſe unpalatable truths. 


The early editions“ of the N. T. conſidered 
as the publications of critics, are for the moſt 
part worſe executed than editions of profane 


authors, and owe their chief value either to 
their ſcarcity or ſplendour. But when I paſs 


* Sce Mr. Grieſbach's preface to the ſecond volume of 
his N. T. p. 1329. 
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this cenſure, I find fault not with the men, 
but with the times. They did not then poſ- 
ſeſs, nor if they had poſſeſſed, would they 
have known how to employ, the materials 
that have ſince been diſcovered. | 

Of Beza's edition it is needleſs to ſay more. 
dy a critical work it has very little merit. 
Ignorant of the true uſe of various teadings, 
he ſeldom mentions them but to ſupport his 
own hypotheſes; to which godly purpoſe he 
warps both text and interpretation. He makes 
his commentary (as indeed he partly boaſts 
himſelf) a vehicle, for abuſe upon Origen, 
Eraſmus, and Caſtalio ; eſpecially the latter; 
_ againſt whom he indulges, “ without reftraint, 
Ihe exquifite rancour of theological haired. - 

I have ſaid that the words  celo are omit- 
ted in no Latin manuſcript, though Martin, I 
know, tells us (Verité, p. 150.) that thoſe 
words are marked in Hentenius's edition 1547, 
as wanting in five manuſcripts: It ſeems to 
be the fate of this + marvellous . to lead 


- Gibbon, Va. II. p. io * III. 377. * 
+ Martin. | 
both 
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both - friends and foes aſtray, For Simon 
himſelf, ſpeaking of the edition of 1547, 
Jays, that it commits the ſame error as Ste- 
phens's' Greek,” and marks only the words in 
celo as wanting in five manuſcripts, inſtead 
of marking the whole verſe, Whether Mar- 
tin was miſled by Simon or coined the error 


out of his own brain, I know not; but I 


know, that unleſs there are different copies 
of Hentenius's edition, which I hardly be- 
lieve, Simon's aſſertion is totally falſe. For 
in the copy that I have ſeen, the whole ſeventh 


verſe is comprehended between the obelus and 


the ſemicircle. Nor could it be otherwiſe. 
Hentenius's liſt of manuſcripts includes the 
very Latin copies that Stephens had collated. 
Since, then, four of Stephens's manuſeripts did 
certainly omit the whole ſeventh verſe, it was 
no leſs certain that, whatever Hentenius's 
margin may ſeem to ſay, Hentenius himſelf 
meant to extend his marginal reference to the 
ſame quantity of text. Perhaps Simon con- 
founded a republication of the book with the 
original edition. For the Antwerp edition 
of 1570, omits both obelus and ſemicircle; 
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the Lyons edition 1573, places this mark J, 
which anſwers to the ſemicircle in other edi- 
tions, after the words in cœlo: the Antwerp 
edition 1 572, thus repreſents the text, © in cœlo, 
and in the margin has this note 5. But 
theſe miſtakes are ſet right in Lucas Bur- 
genſis's edition, Antw. 1574, 1583. Martin 
ſomewhere ſays, if J recollect, that Hen- 
tenius's edition 1565, omits the words in cæla, 
but T believe him miſtaken. From theſe 
facts it ſeems to me a certain concluſion, that 
Robert Stephens might eafily miſplace 'his 
ſemicircle - upon this verſe, when we ſee in 
two other editions the felf ſame error com- 
mitted in the very ſame words. Still, if Mr. 
Travis wiſhes to catch at a twig that may 
fave him from ſinking, I will be charitable 
enough to direct him to R. Stephens's Latin 
edition of 1545, but I expect his thanks for 
the information. In that edition Robert has 
printed two verſions, which he calls the Old 
and the New ; the Old is the received Vulgate, 
the New 1s a tranſlation. from the Greek, 
made by Robert, or by ſome learned man 
under his inſpection. The Old, as might be 
| | expected, 


[9991]? 


expected, retains 1 John, V. 7; the New 
diſmiſſes it from the text with ignominy, 


but puts a ſtar after ſeſtimonium dant *, and 
adds in the margin, * Pater verbum et ſpi- 
ritus ſanctus et hi tres unum ſunt. Et tres 
ſunt qui teſtimonium dant in terra ſpiritus, 
&c. ſic legunt quædam exemplaria Græca.“ 


Bengelius referring to this edition ſays; 
Latina Stephani biblia lunulam ſuo loco ex- 
hibent, et diſertam in margine habent an- 


notationem : Sic /egunt (ſeil. in cœlo Pater, 
reliqua) quædam exemplaria Graca Britannicus 


NEMPE codex et Complutenſis juxta Hieronymi 
lectionem . Nullum alium habuit quem 
citaret.” But De Miſſy (Journ. Brit. IX. 
p. 63) taking Bengelius's explanation for 
Stephens's own words, bewildered himſelf 


in hunting for an edition that never exiſted. 


Now, if we put this marginal note to the 
torture, it will ſpeak at leaſt, and confeſs 
that ſome of its maſter's Greek manuſcripts 
omitted the words in cœlo; for, upon adding 
the text and the margin together, they will 
exactly make up two verſes, bating thoſe two 


* N. B. Bengelius's words are printed in the Italie cha- 
racter as I have here repreſented them. 
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7 words. If Mr. Travis be fo cruel as to turn 
againſt me the point of the weapon with 


which I now preſent him, I muſt ſhield my- 


ſelf with Stephens's formal preference of the 
Greek copies that rejected the verſe to thoſe 
which retained it. 
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LETTER V. 
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I ASSURE you that I lay a grievous tax 


upon my patience, when I condeſcend to 


throw away a few lines upon the Greek 


manuſeripts, ſuppoſed to belong to the Lou- 
vain divines, In your firſt edition' you were 
pleaſed, p. 13, to quote their words in this 
manner: The reading of this text is ſup- 


ported by very many Latin copies, and alſo 


by jo Greck copies produced by Erafmus, 


one in England, the other in Spain. We have, 


ourſebves, ſeen ſeveral others lite theſe. This 


verſe is alſo found,” &c, For this quotation 
you refer to Simon, Hiſt, des Verſ. c. II. 
But in your ſecond edition, p, 323, a ſhort 
ſentence is added; : The King's Bible agrees 
with the Spaniſb manuſcript in this paſſage, 
as well as in every other. Ve have ourſelves, 
&c. Martin had omitted the ſame ſentence, 
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you implicitly copy him. To ſay the truth, 
notwithſtanding all my candour, of which 
I have told you ſo often, that it is impoſſible 
for you either to doubt or forget it, this place 
made me almoſt ſuſpect that worthy old gen- 
tleman's fincerity. For he argues f from. Rs 
cloſe connection of the two ſenteftecs, that 
the Louvain divines can only mean manu- 
ſcripts, by the words . ſeveral-others,” Cel 
dofteurs parloient des. manuſcrito— dire donc la- 
deſſus et TOUT D'UNE SUITE, . nous en avons 
vii i pluſieurs aulres ſemblables, 1 e ce pas dire, 
qu ils apoieni vil pluſieurs autres manuſerits Grecs ?. 
Martin rightly refers to Simon, c. II. but you, 
Sir, in evil hour took. the Arabic for Roman 
numerals, and referred to c. II. What a 
quantity of belief ſome men have! Can the 
Roman Catholics ſhew ſuch a faith as Mr. 
Travis's, who believes the infallibility of every 
individual, author, tranſlator, tranſcriber, or 
printer, that is not tainted with hereſy. 
But let us. look at the Latin of the Louvain 
divines (or rather of Lucas Brugenſis.) Lati- 
norum librorum plurimi ſuffragantur, quibus con- 
ſeniientes duos Gracos codices, unum Britannicum, 


alterum H. Mhanian, Eraſmus profert ; Hiſpanicg 
400 
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ur ubigue et Hic conformis eft Regius; multos alios 
Bis conſonanies vidimus. Since editions as well 
as manuſcripts are here called by the general 
name of codices (for Hiſpanicus codex, which 
you have tranſubſtantiated into a Spaniſh 
manuſcript, is the Complutenſian edition, and 
Regius Montanus's edition, which in this paſ- 


ſage exactly agrees with the Complutenſian) 


none but ſuch quickſighted critics as you and 


Martin could have made the next words, 


multos. alios, ſignify manuſcripts. The pro- 
per conſtruction of the ſentence is this: Moſt 
Latin manuſcripts agree in this reading, to- 
gether with Eraſmus's Britiſh Greek manu- 
ſcript, the Complutenſian and Montanus's 
editions, and mauy others that we have ſeen. 
If a ſhadow of doubt can ſtill remain, it will 
vaniſh when we learn that Lucas Brugenſis 


publiſhed his annotations in 1580, 4to, ſe- 


parately, and afterwards in folio, ſubjoined to 
the edition of 1583. The note upon 1 John, 
V. 7, in both theſe editions is nearly the 
ſame in ſubſtance with the note already 
quoted, but varies conſiderably in the words, 
He there expreſſes himſelf in ſo plain a man- 
125 that I ſhould be amazed how Martin, 

H 4 bigot 
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bigot as he was, could reſiſt ſuch l 
when it was laid before. him by Emlyn, un- 
leſs I knew what wonders obſtinacy and pre- 
judice can perform. . Quod pro textrs lectione 
Jacit, cui Græca Complutenſis Ebi rio et Q ex 
ea ſunt, cum alis aquas vidimus non paucis con- 
ſonant. Take another ſpecimen of obſtinacy. 
Martin ſtoutly denies that the Louvain divines 
meant to inſinuate any doubt concerning Ste- 
phens's ſemicircle by the words, inter omnes 
 Stephani codices, ne unus eff qui difſideat, niſi quad 
ſeptem dunjaxat #3 in cœlo confodiunt, sl AMEN | 
 SEMICIRCULUS. LECTIONIS, DESIGNANS TERMI» 
NUM. $UO Loco SIT COLLOCATUs. And you, 
Sir, ſeem to be of the ſame opinion with your 
principal, by breaking off your tranſlation at 
the word confogiunt, The Louvain divines 
therefore have affirmed * nothing about Greek 
manuſcripts, and there is no mend of diſp1 
ing what was never. affirmed. ; 

Make room there for the Iriſh lence! 
His wu, like your Wan p. 53,1 ua 


* The 3 Pp a chat "TY iſ exited 
in ſeveral ancient Greek manuſcripts of their times: and 
their affirmation has never been ilproved, Travis, p. 
"oe 323» | 2 

| | is 
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is posITIVE, clear and pointed. The Alexan- 
drian and Vatican witnefſes are grown old; 


and their memory is ſo decayed with length 


of years, that they cannot recollect a ſyllable 
of the diſputed verſe. But this deponent 


is in the full vigour of his intellect, of ſound - 


mind and memory. And this deponent 


maketh oath, and: faith, that there are three 


that bear record in heaven, &c. All that is 


needful, you know, Sir, to give this. witneſs 
a decent degree of credibility, is to ſhew that 


he: is come to years of diſcretion ;. for the 
malicious: pleaders on the other ſide maintain 
that he is too young to be admitted to take 
oath; But you and your brother-counſellor 


Martin prove the age of your principal evi- 


dence by two arguments. The firſt is, that 
he carries a certificate of his birth about him. 


This certificate, upon being examined, turns 


out to be a certificate of the birth of one of 
his anceſtors, who lived fifteen hundred years 
before him. Or, to drop this inimitable alle- 
gory, the manuſcript ſays in a poſtſeript, that 
the Goſpel of Mark was written ten £6 


after the aſcenſion. That is to ſay, according 


to 
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to Martin's gloſs, this manuſcript was writ- 
ten in theeleventh century. T'ſhall never like 
that ugly word xg again. Why did! the 
tranſcriber write x ud not #4 ? His view 
is too plain; to expoſe a brace of painful di- 
vines to the ſcoffs of heretics and infidels. 
Emlyn, Vol. II. p. 251. Wetſtein, Prol. 
p. 52, and De Mifly, Journ. Brit. IX. p. 61, 
had ridiculed this groſs error of Martin; but 
alas! Sir, you had read through none of 
theſe when you publiſhed your firſt edition. 
J ſhould; not have mentioned this eircum- 
ſtance a ſecond time, if you had not retracted 
your miſtake in ſo ungracious a manner, that 
the recantation ſerves only to aggravate the 
offence. For * a reluctam and imperfett 
retruction is more unſtemly than the firft error, 
be it ever ſo enormous. However, the other 
reaſon ſtill ſubſiſts in full force to prove the 
antiquity of the Dublin manuſcript. It 
Dr. HoxsLey's Xth letter to Dr. Prieſtly, Tracts, 
p. 186. But you allow it with ſo ill a grace, with ſa 
much reluftance and ſhuffling about it, as takes off all the 
eredit of a liberal and ingenuous conceſſion, MIDDLETON 
to Pearce, Vol. III. p. 171. 8vo. 
| hag 


% 


has double points,“ ſay you, „over the 1 


and r, and Montfaucon (a proper judge in 


ſuch a caſe) informs us that ſuch was the 
faſhion a thouſand years ago.“ But this ar- 
gument is not quite deciſive, unleſs you can 
prove theſe points never to have been in 


faſhion ſince. Now I have ſeen many manu- 


ſcripts 'of the fourteenth and fifteenth” cen- 
turies with plenty of double points over the 


vowels. I have alſo ſeen two imitations of 


the ſpurious verſe as it is written in this very 
manuſcript, and though they are not ſo exa& 
as I wiſh, I ſee that the Dublin manu- 
ſcript 1s certainly not earlier than the fifteenth, 
and poſſibly as late as the ſixteenth century. 
I ſee too, that this is the codex Britannicus of 
Eraſmus, But this concluſion is controverted, 
becauſe the Dublin manuſcript has «yiw in 
the ſeventh, and «of before paprogoiwres in the 
eighth verſe, both which are omitted in Eraſ- 
mus's tranſcript of the codex Britannicus, 
Therefore ſay Martin and you very wittily, 


Martin, 
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Alartin, Verite, p. 301.1 Travis, p. 69, 149. 


6 . 1 4. E . 3 E > 
(174. Engl.) Tt is impoſſible that the 


It is impoſſible that one | ſame manuſcript ſhould dif- 
and the ſame manuſcript fer from itſelf ; or, in other 
ſhould actually have and | words, be the ſame, and 
not have the ſame words, | yet not the ſame manu» 
the ſame ſyllables. hs ſcript. . 


Fo this maſterpiece of reaſoning and compo-- 
fitton; 1 anſwer, 1. That the place where the 
manuſcript has been found, countenances my 

fuppofition. What more likely than that a 
manuſcript: which was found in England, 
about the year 15 20, ſhould be carried into 
Ireland, and there remaiu in quiet till the 
revwal of the controverſy concerning this 
celebrated verſe drew it from obſcurity ? 
2. Eraſmus was a very rapid writer, and his 
hand was often not over- legible. We know 
that he was in a great hurry when he com- 
poſed his apology againſt Stunica, and there- 
fore might himſelf omit a word, or his print- 
ers might overlook ir. 3. Eraſmus, when 
he firſt added the ſeventh verſe in his third 
edition, inſerted «yz in his text, though he 
left it out of his notes. He had not then ſeen 
che-Camplutenſan edition, It is not prob- 
: able 
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able that he added it of his own mere motion 
from the Vulgate. It is therefore probable 
that his original extract contained the epithet, 
but that Eraſmus in copying it haſtily, made 
the omiſſion. - 4. The omiſſion of the article 
ois ſo trifling in itſelf, ſo eaſy for a modern 
tranſcriber to make, that to lay any ſtreſs 
upon ſuch an argument, proves a deplorable 
ſcarcity of better. You, Sir, eſpecially, have 
the leſs cauſe to inſiſt upon it, who in quot- 
ing the eighth verſe from the Complutenſian 
edition, p. 79. ed. I. pp. 172, 287. ed. 2, 
omit the article 74 before ala. g. Eraſmus 
has elſewhere committed ſimilar or greater 
miſtakes in copying. He quotes a ſentence 
from Theophyla& (Wetſtein. Prol. p. 124,) 
which, by leaving out =#ow and writing 07 


&vonrou for Tos Af , Tov, he has turned either 


into nonſenſe or impiety. And this error paſ- 
ſed through all his five editions. But you may 
prove by the help of your rum, that the ma- 
nuſcript of Theophylact, quoted by Wetſtein, 


is not the manuſcript which Eraſmus uſed. 


6. A general and remarkable conformity, 
as I have before obſerved, is in theſe cafes a 
ſtronger argument forthe affirmative, than a few 


diſagreements for the negative. The omiſſion 
| of 
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of the article fix times, and of the whole final 
clauſe of the eighth verſe, 1s a ſufficient proof 
that the Dublin MS. is the codex Britannicus 


of Eraſmus, a proof not at all weakened by 


the additional omiſſions of Eraſmus's tran- 
ſcript. But I dare fay that you will be better 
pleaſed with an illuſtration taken (ex fumo 
tucem) from your own appendix, p. 37, 43, 
which contains, among other curious things, 
the preface of the Complutenſian editors, and 
their note upon the famous verſe. In tran- 


ſcribing the preface you have written ert for 


quod, quod for quam, epiſtolas for epiſtolam, cui- 
gue * in your firſt, and quicguid in your ſecond 
edition for quicquam, quod for quia, aliguo for 
aliguandb, collocato in your firſt and collocare in 
your ſecond edition for co/locate (i. e. collocate) 
you have alſo omitted ex before apoſtolica. In the 
note, though not very long, you have omitted 
et after ibidem, and s. (i. e. ſcilicet) after terra. 
I ſhall excuſe your /efori for lectorem, and 


" ® Cuique and collocato are altered to quicquid and collo- 
care in the larger liſt of errata to the firſt edition. I love a 
wary-and judicious critic, who exchanges one blunder for 
another, and calls it correcting. You are a wiſe man, 
Ar. Foreſight ; if you do wrong, it is with a great deal of 
conſideration and diſcretion and caution, 


nobis 


Fi: re] 


nobis—tam for non—ſed, becauſe they are 
amended in the ſecond edition. Might we 
not argue from theſe variations, that Mr. 
Travis did not copy that part of his appen- 
dix from the Complutenſian edition, or that 
he uſed a copy of that edition differing from 
all the others? But not to trifle any longer, 
experience teaches us, that ſuch deviations from 
originals happen every day in copying, and 
either haſte or ignorance will ſufficiently ac- 
count for them. I ſhall therefore equally 
divide the reaſons between Eraſmus and you. 
Eraſmus himſelf confeſſes haſte; and your hu- 
mility, Sir, is ſuch, that I know you will 
plead guilty to the charge of zgnorance, to 
which I ſhall ſubjoin a civil queſtion 5 what 
buſineſs has a man to prate about manuſcripts 
and points of criticiſm, who cannot conſtrue 
a Latin ſentence, or read a printed book? 
Eraſmus ſaid, in his anſwer to Lee, that if 
he had found a ſingle Greek manuſcript con- 
taining the three heavenly witneſſes, he would 
have inſerted them in his text. You, Sir, 
p. 8, think this conduct of Eraſmus mean. 
Till the duties of an editor are exactly aſcer- 
tained and defined, this charge may well be 
141 ſpared. 


a. 
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ſpared. But whether mean or not, the words 
of Eraſmus might ſeem a kind of advertiſe- 
ment- requeſting any perſon who knew of 
ſuch a : manuſcript, to give him notice of 
it. His induſtrious friends in England im - 
mediately began a ſtrict ſearch, and were ſo 
fortunate, in the interval between the ſecond 
and third editions, as to diſcover a copy after 
their own heart. How ſeaſonable was this 
aſſiſtance in ſo critical a juncture ! Scarcely 
was Lord Peter more ſucceſsful, when, after 
vainly hunting a long time iu his father's will 
for a precept or permiſſion to wear flame- 
coloured ſattin, he called to mind a codicil 
written by a dog-keeper of his grandfather's, 
that, as good luck would have it, talked a 
great deal about that ſame flame-coloured 
fattin. | I have ſaid, that Erafmus never faw 
the Codex Britannicus, but had only an ex- 
tract from it. It could not be expected that 
two ſuch ſturdy antagoniſts would let this 
paſs without diſpute. Firſt Simon's acknoxw- 
tedgment, as you call it, p. 64, 138, is quoted 
to prove that Eraſmus actually /aw the manu- 
ſcript. You ought to know, Sir, that no 
man is free from flight errors of this kind, 
„ | which 
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which ate never to be taken for deliberate 
opinions or aſſertions in which the writer 
ſtakes his veracity: © Simon indeed ſays, that 
Eraſmus inſerted the. diſputed verſe in his 
third edition from a 'manuſcript that he had 
feen in England. But Simon (who is ſome- 
times a little haſty and negligent) had no 
other means of information than Eraſmus's 
own words. Where then does Eraſmus ſay 
that he ſaw the manuſcript ? In two places» 
you anſwer, p. 139, ed. 2, which you thus 
quote, In codice, unde CONTULI in Anglia fu- 
iſe ſeriptum, &c. Collationis negotium PEREGE= 
RAM in Anglia, &c, ** Thigle are his words,” 
you fay, © when diſcourſing on this Britiſh 
copy.“ You will grant, I ſuppoſe; that 
Eraſmus collated this manuſcript, if he col- 
lated it at all, between the years 1519 and 
1522, the dates of his ſecond and third edi- 
tions. But the biographers agree that he was 
not in England after the year 1518. He 
could not therefore collate the manuſcript in 
England, and conſequently in this paſſage he 
cannot mean the manuſcript, which upon 
1 John, V. 7, he calls the Codex Britannicus. 
Fhe ſame anſwer will ſerve for the other ſen- 
33 8 tence. 
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tence. If he performed the buſineſs of col- 
lation in England, he performed it in or be- 
fore 1518, before he knew any ching of this 
manufcript. Thus it appears even from your 
own account, that your proofs turn againſt 
yourſelf, or at leaſt do you no ſervice. The 
fact is, that Eraſmus carried over his manu- 
ſcripts from Germany to England, and there 
prepared part of his edition. He ſays, there- 
fore, Collationis negotium peregeram in Anglia ET 
IN BRABANTIA. The three laſt words you 
have ſuppreſſed, J doubt not, for the ſake of 
brevity. Collatio is the general work of col- 
lation, not the collation of a ſingle manu- 
ſcript. Do you think that Eraſmus collated 
his Britiſh manuſcript partly in England and 
partly in Brabant? If the reader has not 
Eraſmus's works at hand, let him conſult 
Wetſtein, Prol. p. 125, where both the paſ- 
ſages above mentioned are quoted at length, 
and he will ſee that they have not the ſmalleſt 
reference to the Codex Britaunicus. But when 
Eraſmus ſpeaks for certain of this manuſcript, 
what are then his words? Surely not weaker 
than, Repperi, vidi, inſpexi codicem apud An- 
glis; or monſtratus eft mihi, miſſus ęſt codex ab 
Arglrs, 


+ 


F a 


Anglis, &c. Nothing leſs. Repertus ęſi codex 
apud Anglos. Could he have wiſed ſuch un- 
certain, and indefinite language, if he had 
ſpoken from ocular inſpection? Or would he 
have been contented with hinting his ſuſpt- 
cion that the manuſcript was corrected from 
the Latin verſion, if he had examined it him- 
ſelf? He, would then have been enabled from 
a compariſon of other places, to decide whe- 
ther it were ſo corrected or not. Now, if 
the Dublin MS. has the Latin diviſion of 
chapters, (which is Wetitein's opinion, Prol. 
p-. 52) Eraſmus's ſuſpicion was very juſt» 
But you, Sir, in your next edition will clear 
up this circumitance. For as I hear that you 
have lately viſited Ireland, I take for granted 
that you have diligently examined a monu- 
ment ſo reſpectable, that, as Martin pg/roely | 
aſſures us, divine Providence has v bay watched 
for its preſervation *, Tn the mean time, to 


ſhew that the Codex Britannicus did not bor» 


* La Providence divine, qui veille viſiblement pour 
maintenir dans I'Epliſe la verite d'un Texte fi reſpectable 
par la doctrine qu'il contient, m'a fait venir entre les mains 
PExtrait d'un ancient Manuſcrit Grec, &c. Verite, 
p. 271. 
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row 1 John, V. 7, from the Latin Verſion, 
you again produce your favourite proof, the 
omiſſion of the word Ge, But if Eraſmus 
himſelf omitted h through overſight, what 
becomes of this Achillean argument. If it 
was really abſent from the Codex Britannicus, 
might not an interpolator omit it? You ſeem 
to think that nothing leſs than abſolute uni - 
formity will prove one writer to have copied 
another. If ſuch be your opinion, long may 
you live to enjoy it, for upon the commonly 
received principles of reaſoning, you will 
be confuted in a moment; but if we grant 
you only the truth of a few impoſlibilities, 
you will undertake, like Belial or Socrates, % 
zo make the worſe appear the better reaſon. 
Though I ſhould admit, what I now deny, 
that the Codex Britannicus was different from 
the Dublin MS. the omiſſion of 4y:o would 
not prove your point, unleſs all the manu- 
{cripts of the Vulgate agreed in retaining 
ſanttus. But I myſelf have ſeen two Latin 
manuſcripts in which that epithet is omitted; 
and Mr. Travis might have remembered that 


* MIL rox, P. L. II. 113. Pr ro, Apol. Socr. p. 19. 
ed. Serran. 
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the ſame word is omitted in four of his own 

examples from the Latin writers, p. 28—31. 
The concluſions which I draw from theſe 
facts are, 1. That the Codex Britannicus is the 
MS. now called Dublinenſis or Mont- 
fortius. 2. That it contains the controverted 
paſſage tranſlated in a bungling manner from 
the modern copies of the Vulgate. For the 
omiſſion of the final clauſe of the eighth verſe 
is peculiar to them. 3. That it was probably 
written about the year 1520, and interpolated 
in this place for the purpoſe of deceiving 
Eraſmus, This hypotheſis will explain how 
it ſo ſuddenly appeared when it was wanted, 
and how it diſappeared as ſuddenly after 
having atchieved the glorious exploit for 
which it was deſtined, It might have been 
hazardous to expoſe its tender and infantine 
form to barbarous critics, They would per- 
haps have thrown brutal aſperſions upon its 
character, from which it might never have 
recovered. 'The freſhneſs of the ink and 
materials might then have led to a detection 
of the impoſture; but time would gradually 
render ſuch an event leſs probable in itſelf, 


and leſs hurtful in its conſequences. 
1 | I ſhall 
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I ſhall paſs over in ſilence the ſhameful 
attacks on Eraſmus, . pp. 145—147, 348; 
where inſtead of accounting: for his conduct 
from his natural timidity, and the violent 
clamours of his enemies, you make it ſpring 
from ſheer Arianiſm, villainy and hypocriſy. 
Whoever fairly conſiders the temper of the 
times, and the peculiar fituation of Eraſ- 
mus, will find much greater reaſon to 
applaud his fincerity than to eenſure his 
prudence. b | 

La Croze, a profeſſed Trinitarian (though, 
I fear, * (he leaven of Arianiſin fermented with- 
in his mind) affirmed that the Berlin manu- 
ſcript was copied from the Complutenſian 
edition. Mais [M. Travis] ſemble faire peu 
de cas du jugement de M. La Croze. Cela ne 
fied pas mal d quicougue fait grand cas de celui 
de M. Martin +. In conſequence of this per- 
ſuaſion, you retail Martin's reaſons of ſtraw ; 
the firſt of which is, that the Elector pur- 
chaſed the manu{cript for 200 crowns. This, 
it muſt be owned, proves the antiquity 


* Compare p. 146 with p. 162. 
+ De Miſſy, Journal Brit. IX. p. 78. | 
of 
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of the manuſcript not leſs clearly than the 
expences of Cardinal Ximenes prove the learn- 
ing, diligence, and fidelity of his z//u/trious 
congregated divines; (pp. 179, 183) not leſs 
clearly than the immenſe price that the Duke 
of Lauderdale paid for Captain Thornton's 
bible *, proves the genuineneſs of that bible. 
2. Hendreichius, Saubertus, Tollius, Jablonſki, 
Spanheim, believed it ancient. Did theſe 
five men, or any of them, give their opinion 
after a careful examination? Did they perſiſt 
in their opinion after doubts to the prejudice 
of the manuſcript had been hinted > When a 
critic detects a forgery that has for ſome time 
impoſed upon the world, his difcovery caſts no 
imputation upon thoſe learned men who have 
been hitherto deceived. Beſides, if La Croze 
convinced Spanheim and Hendreichius that 
the manuſcript was a forgery, their conver- 
ſton is more than equivalent to the haſty opi- 
nions of fifty others. 3. La Croze affirmed 
that he had made the matter plain to Martin 
himſelf, whereas Martin denied that La Croze 
ever had made it plain to him ; and La Croze 


* Lewis's Hiſtory of Engliſh Tranſlations, p. 47—49. 
ed. 8vo. 
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never replied ; but left that venerable Senior 
maſter of the field. I ſee no great diſagree- 
ment in theſe aſſertions. I take La Croze to 
mean, that he had given ſufficient reaſons 
for his opinion, and that Martin knew of 
thoſe reaſons. I believe therefore that La 
Croze was not miſtaken in the nature and 
force of his proofs, but in the nature and 
force of his patient, whoſe caſe would have 
baffled the united powers of reaſon and helle- 
bore. But why did not La Croze reply ? If 
his excuſe be unſatisfactory, as given by 
Wetſtein, Prol. p. 59, and by you, p. 165, 
take his own words from the Journal Britan- 
nique, XI. p. go. Le bon homme M. Martin, 
n avort aucun gout ni aucun merie critiques. Le 
reſpect que j ai cru devoir a ſon age et d ſon carac- 
tere nia empeche de lu repondre. Il auroit mieux 
fait de fe méler de precher. 4. Thus far you 
have only been ſkirmiſhing. Now you pre- 
pare for a deciſive action. The Berlin ma- 
nuſcript is not a tranſcript from the Complu- 
tenſian edition, becauſe it differs in many 
places.” Martin had occupied the ſame 
ground, and to maintain it, had intrenched 
himſelf in twenty-three choice examples, 


tw elve of which you borrowed 1n your firſt 
3 edition, 


E 


edition, without conſulting the Complutenſian. 
In your ſecond edition, either by the ſuggeſtion 
of a friend or your own collation, you detected 
two miſtakes adopted from Martin, and the liſt 
of examples dwindles to ten. However, Mr, 
Travis's arguments are like the Sibyl's books; 
they contain information of equal truth, and 
they increaſe in yalue by the diminution of 
quantity, One of the examples is ſo im- 
portant that I cannot help quoting it. In 
Matth.] VI. 13, the Complutenſian edition 
has the doxology complete—of which the 
Berlin manuſcript has not a ſingle word.“ 
Thus you had faithfully tranſcribed from 
Martin in your firſt edition, p. 76. Now 
the Complutenſian edition (as you have ſince 
learned) omits the doxolagy in the text, and 
gives the reaſons for this omiſſion in the mare. 
gin, Would not a writer, who had any re- 
gard for the public or for his own character, 
upon the diſcovery of ſuch a miſtake, blot 
out the whole ſentence ? You, Sir, in your 
ſecond edition, p. 167, repeat the falſhood 
with unbluſhing forehead, ſet down the ſame 
aſſertion, and qualify it with this elegant note: 
* This doxology ſtands in the margin of the 
Complutenſian Teſtament.” The argument 

then 
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then is, by your own confeſſion, either falſe- or 
trifling, and proves nothing but the ignorance 
or prevarication of its owner. But ſome 
writers ſeem to be incapable of diſtinguiſh- 
ing text from margin, originals from tranfla- 
tions, or manuſcripts from editions. Let 


the reader attend to the next obſervation ; for 


the words of the wiſe, ſays John Dennis, 
are precious. In eight of theſe examples 
this manuſcript agrees with one or more of 
the manuſcripts of Robert Stephens; in one 
example with a manuſcript of Caſaubon; in 
two with the Codex Montfortius ; in one with 
the manuſcripts of Saubertus ; in three with 
the celebrated manuſcript of Cambridge ; and 
in the laſt example with the ſtill more cele- 
brated manuſcript of Alexandria.” From all 
which you moſt logically infer, p. 169, 
© THAT IT 1s IMPOSSIBLE FOR THE BERLIN 
MANUSCRIPT TO BE A TRANSCRIPT FROM 
THE COMPLUTENSIAN EDITION.“ How per- 
verſe muſt thoſe men be, that can withſtand 
ſuch a proof! But to ſtrip the unbelievers 
of all defence, Mr. Zoellner is at hand in the 
appendix, p. 56, with ſix freſh examples. 
And yet loth as J am to diſſent from Mr. 
3 he Travis, 


FW 1 

Travis, I am here compelled to it by the 
reaſons which La Croze and Mr. Grieſbach 
(Symbol. Crit. p. CLXXXI—CXcil.) have 


given for the contrary opinion, I ſhall only 
mention ſeven or eight. 


1. The Berlin manuſcript has all the 
marks of novelty, ſuch as freſh chalk, 
parchment, (ink not pale from its 
antiquity, but its natural weakneſs, 
adds La Croze,) &c. Mr. Zoellner, 
who, to ſay the truth, ſpeaks more like 
an advocate than like a judge *, con- 
feſſes that theſe appearances are ſuſ- 
picious, and makes a very feeble 
anſwer, the amount of which is, 
that in his opinion a manuſcript of 
Suetonius, written in 1472, looks 
rather younger than even the Berlin 
manuſcript. 

2. The characters reſemble no manuſcript 
whatever that has yet been ſeen, 
but are very like the types of the 
Complutenſian edition. 


* Dixerit forſan codicis Raviani fautor Nee tamen 
hie elabendi rima codicis Raviani defenſoribus deeſt, 
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3- It is written without accents and 


ſpirits. It ought, therefore, to be above 
a thouſand years old, But as I ſup- 
poſe you will ſcarcely believe it to be 
quite ſo old (though I am far from 
wiſhing to ſtint you in your faith) I 


ſhall conclude that it is a copy of the 


Complutenſian edition, which is alſo 
deſtitute of accents and ſpirits, 


4. Though La Croze calls it a tran- 


ſcript, even to the faults of the im- 
preſſion, yet critics, as De Miſſy ob- 


ſerves, never expect ſuch a conformity 


as there is between zen and twice froe ; 

becauſe it is next to impoſſible to tran- 

ſcribe a book ſo large as the New Teſ- 

tament without making many devi- 
ations, But you and Martin take it 
for a firſt principle, that no book can 
be copied from another, unleſs both 
agree exactly in every word, ſyllable, 
letter, and comma. 


5. A general and remarkable 56 is 


allowed; and that, as I have more 
than. once obſerved, is in theſe caſes 


reckoned ſuffigient, Since La Croze 
ſuppoſes 
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ſuppoſes the impoſture to be the joint 
product of fraud and folly, it is 
no wonder that differences from the 
original are occaſionally found, ſome 
the offspring of knavery and ſome of 
ignorance. 
6. Theſe differences are ten more 

plentifully through the Goſpel of 

Matthew than any other part of the 
book. Who perceives not the drift 
of this contrivance? That if any mo- 
roſe critic ſhould chance to collate the 
manuſcript with the Complutenſian 
edition, he might be deceived by the 
apparent variation before he had ex- 
amined too far. Nempe callide fibi pro- 
ſpexit impoſtor, ut in quovis N. T. libro 
in promtu eſſet locus unus et item alter a 
Complutenſi editione manifeſte diſcrepans, 
quo commodum uti pofſet adverſus eos, 
quibus fraus ſuboleret, Aique ob eandem 
hanc cauſam procul dubio yok Matthao 
* ſunt lectiones, & c.“ 


* GRIESBACH, Symb, Crit. p. cx. 


7. The 
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7. The diſputed verſe in this manu— 
ſcript exactly repreſents the reading 
of the Complutenſian edition; and, 

8, Laſtly, every one of the ſixteen dif- 

ferent readings produced by you and 

Mr. Zoellner may be found in the 

margin of R. Stephens's edition. In 

ſhort, every ciroumſtance favours La 

Croze's determination, that the Ber- 

lin manuſcript was copied by an 1g- 

norant tranſcriber from the Complu- 
tenſian edition, with corrections here 

4 and there interſperſed by his knaviſh 

employer from Stephens's margin. If 
inſtead of the eloquent paragraph 
which I have quoted above, you had 

been content with this ſhort and ſim- 

ple expreſſion, © In every one of 

theſe examples, the Berlin manu- 
ſcript agrees with Stephens's mar- 

gin,” your argument would have re- 
cCoiled upon yourſelf, the forgery 
would have ſtared us in the face, and 

the indignant reader would have ex- 
claimed with Mr. Grieſbach, Iiaque 

* Jam 
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jam tenetur ſal Warius, manifeſto urio pre- 
Henſus 

The calculation at which I hinted in my 
"ihe letter, p. 22, is (if that be. poſſible) 

falſer and fuller of miſtake than the reſt of 
the work. You aſſert, p. 282, that Wetſtein's 
No. 49, contains only the Goſpel of Mark, 
when Wetſtein himſelf tells us, that it has 
alſo ſcholia upon the catholic epiſtles. Per- 
haps you think that the reading of the text 
can never be aſcertained from ſcholia. If 
ſuch be your notions, why do you not ex- 
plain them? You would then believe an ab- 
ſurdity; now you aflert a falſchood. No. 56 
is no more than a collection of ſome various 
readings noted in the margin of a printed 
book.” Is it therefore to be ſet aſide ? 
On the contrary, it is at leaſt a good ſingle 
authority. A learned man had collated the 
catholic epiſtles with four manuſcripts in the 
Medicean library, and had marked the vari- 
ous readings in a. copy of Raphelengius's. 
edition, Since therefore that edition contains, 
the diſputed verſe, if the collator had been 
ſilent, it would not indeed have been certain 
that auy of his manuſcripts agreed with the 
prices 
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printed text; (though Martin and you would 
have improved this ſilence into a demon- 
ſtration;) but ſince Wetſtein ſets down 
No. 56, as agreeing with the other manu- 
. ſeripts, he could not act thus but upon the 
actual information of the margin. 

In the following ſentence, Sir, I muſt 
deſire you to chuſe between deliberate falſebocd 
and range miſapprehenſion. Of theſe ſixty- 
five Greek manuſcripts Wetſtein admits that 
thoſe marked 34, 44, 48, 51, 57, and 58, do 
exhibit this diſputed paſſage. Six aſſertions 
and five of them falſe! Wetſtein only ad- 
mits, that No. 34, (the Dublin MS.) exhi- 
bits the diſputed paſſage. No. 44 ſignifies 
Valla's manuſcripts ; and Wetſtein is fo far 
from admitting what you affirm, that he en- 
deavours to prove (as I have done more at 
large) exactly the reverſe. Numbers 48, 51, 
and 57, he ſets down in the liſt of manu- 
ſcripts that omit the three heavenly witneſſes; 
and you rightly obſerve (from Mr. Grieſbach) 
in the fifth line preceding this ſentence, that 
No. 58 is a duplicate of No. 22. If then 
Wetſtein admitted that No. 58 retained the 


three heavenly witneſſes, he would admit 
that 
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that No. 22 retained them. But he has 
ſet down No. 22 in the omitting liſt. Either 
therefore you poſſeſs a copy of Wetſtein's 
edition different from all other copies, and in 
it theſe important confeſſions exiſt ; or, in five 
of your ſix aſſertions, Truth and you Will be 
found in two flories ; and which are ce to believe? 
I own that politeneſs alone would induce me 
to prefer the lady, even without the magni- 
ficent character that you give her, p. 127, 
374, That ſhe is all fair and artleſs, uni- 
form and conſiſtent, fimple and ſincere.” 
Who ſhall hereafter doubt. of Mr. Travis's 
Chriſtian charity, when we find him thus 
honeſtly doing juſtice to his inveterate enemy ? 
You charge Mr. Gibbon, p. 126, 371, in ex- 
preſs terms with forging the authority of Gen- 
nadius.. If Mr. Gibbon be guilty of one for- 
gery, Mr. Travis is guilty of five : If a de- 
fender of Mr. Travis ſhould argue, that it is 
incredible that Mr. Travis ſhould wilfully at- 
tribute to an author opinions, which that 
author not only never maintained, but which 
he directly oppoſed ; in the ſame manner, with 
equal right, may a defender of Mr. Gibbon 
argue. But. Mr. Gibbon has wilfully mil- 
2 | Kk _.-_ nm 
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repreſented Gennadius, becauſe his referenct 
is exact.“ Truly Jam ſo dull as not to per- 
ceive the connection between the two pro- 
poſitions. Would not the ſuſpicion be more 
reaſonable, if the reference were general and 
inaccurate? You, Sir, p. 71, 157, make 
Moutfaucon ſay what Montfaucon never 
meant; and in the ſecond edition the refer- 
ence is exact. From your own principles, 
therefore, I might conclude, that you have 
« 2wilfully (for the reference is too exact to 


allow you ſhelter under any ſuppoſed inadver- 


tence) miſrepreſented”? Montfaucon. But I ſhall 
ſhew you more indulgence, I believe that you 
caught a detached ſentence without conſult- 
ing the ſequel. Only remember, that a man 
who quotes in this negligent manner ſhould 
be the laſt to accuſe others of forgery, 

You end your calculation by telling us, that 
thirty-one manuſcripts have the verſe to fifty 
that omit it. What only fifty? Making all 
poſſible deduftions from Wetſtein's lift, I 
cannot allow fewer than eighty-ſix that omit 
the verſe. But perhaps you have a new ſyt- 


tem of arithmetic as well as a new ſyſtem of 


criticiſm, b did you not rather take Mr. 
Grieſbach's 
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Grieſbach's computation ? Becauſe it increaſes 
the number of heretical manuſcripts, and hat 
way madneſs lies! I muſt try, therefore, my- 
ſelf to ſubſtitute a more exact account of all 
the Greek manuſcripts that have been collated 
upon this chapter. I deduct No. 64, one 
lectionary, and two of Stephens's manuſcripts 
that have diſappeared. There will then re- 
main ninety- ſeven in Mr. Grieſbach's liſt; for 
I myſelf have examined No. 63, and teſtify 
that it omits the paſſage. To which add, 
two of the oldeſt manuſcripts in the Eſcu- 
rial, inſpected by Edward Clarke“, a ma- 
nuſcript once belonging to Bentley (which 
I have ſeen in Trinity College library, Cam- 
bridge) another in Caſley's Catalogue, p. 3, 
another in the library at Vienna, lately col- 
lated by Profeſſor F. C. Alter, and ten at 
Moſcow (one written in capitals) examined 
by Mr. Matthæi; the whole number of ma- 
nuſcripts now extant, omitting this marvellous 

text, amounts to one hundred and twelve. 1 
ſhall therefore not heſitate to conclude with 


* Letters concerning Spain, 4to, 1763, p. 133. 
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Chandler (Pref. to Caſſiodorus), Bengelius, 
Wetſtein, Mr. Grieſbach and many others, 
that this celebrated verſe exiſts in no genuine 
Greek manuſcript whatſoever ; and partly 
with Mr. Gibbon, that it owes its place in 
our editions to the prudence of Eraſmus ; the 


honeſt bigotry of the Complutenſian editors; 
the typographical error of Robert Stephens; 


and the ſtrange 1 of Theodore 


Beza. 
Pos TSCRIPT 


1. I have till a ſcruple remaining with 


reſpect to an incidental queſtion. Simon 


quotes the note of Lucas Brugenſis, which 
Mr. Travis has fo groſly miſtaken, as from 
the edition of 1574. Martin ſays, that it is in 
the preface. I have ſeen ſeveral copies of the 
Antwerp edition of 1574. All theſe were in 
octavo; none of them have notes, nor men- 
tion this text in the preface. Lucas Bru- 
genſis too ſpeaks in ſuch terms (Pref. to his 
notes dated 1579), as ſtrongly imply that 
they were then publiſhed for the firſt time. 
Are there then different copies of the ſame 

notes, 
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notes, and did Simon uſe a copy containing 
ſuch a note upon 1 John, V. 7, as he has re- 
preſented ? If that be the caſe, Lucas Bru- 
genſis ſeems to have been apprehenſive that 
he had not expreſſed himſelf with ſufficient 
clearneſs, and in conſequence of that appre- 
henſion to have ſtopped the preſs, that he 
might alter his note ſo as to leave no ambi- 
guity. But I ſhall be thankful to any learned 
reader, who can explain this difficulty, and 
either confirm or deſtroy my conjecture. 

2. That I may ſhew my impartiality by cor- 
recting errors on either fide, I ſhall obſerve 
that De Milly has fallen into a miſtake by too 
much refinement. The word yagſvecuvres in the 
Dublin MS, has its laſt ſyllable written in a 
contraction, and marked with double points, 
a .circumſtance not uncommon in modern 
Greek manuſcripts. But upon this innocent 
circumſtance he founded a falſe accuſation 
againſt the manuſcript, that it meant to pro- 
{ſcribe the whole ſentence from e 707 ob] to 
pzgveor (incluſive), as doubtful or ſpurious. 


I have expended ſo many lines upon the iden- 


tity of the Dublin manuſcript, and of the 
Codex Britannicus, merely in obedience to the 
Ks 4 canon, 
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canon, that enjoins us not to enlarge the 
number of manuſcripts without neceſſity. 
Elſe J would as readily admit as deny their 
diverſity. For ſince they both are manifeſtly 
tranſlated from the recent and corrupt Latin 
copies, the authority of an hundred ſuch ma- 
nuſcripts is equal to the authority of one, 
and the authority of one is * to no- 
* 

3. When I ſay, in the 3 aw that 
Mr. Travis prefers Wetſtein's computation to 
Mr. Grieſbach's, the expreſſion is inaccurate. 
He miſrepreſents them both. He makes a 
ſhew of mentioning Mr. Grieſbach's additions 
in theſe words, to which Grieſbach adds 
four others,” Now beſides the manuſcripts 
which Wetſtein conſtantly uſes, he appeals, 
on 1 John, V. 7, to thoſe which were col- 
lated by Simon, Burnet, Lami, Blanchini, 
&c. Theſe make up thirty-one ; to which 
Mr. Grieſbach adds eight. Theſe manu- 
{cripts, together with the fifty that Mr. Tra- 
vis graciouſly allows us, would make eighty- 
nine. But Mr. Travis, either from hurry or 
from forgetfulneſs, or from whatever cauſe, 
has totally neglected theſe additional witneſ- 

ſes. 
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ſes, Whatever was the cauſe, it certainly : 
* 2 . 
was no diſhoneſt motive. For “to ſtate 
authorities, and to urge arguments on one fide 
of a queſtion alone, is barely tolerable in an 
hired advocate,“ p. 125, 370. 


Take notice, lords, he has a loyal breaſt, 
For you have ſeen him open it, 
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LET TUN I. 
„ 


AFTER a long interval, which, I dare 
ſay, has been equally painful to us both, I 
wait upon you again according to my pro- 
miſe*, Having diſpatched the Greek ma- 
nuſcripts, I proceed to the examination of 
thoſe verſions of the New Teſtament which 
contain the Catholic Epiſtles. You, who 
with an happy facility contrive to turn the 
balance in your favour, however the particu- 
lars may make againſt you, tell us, p. 205, 
206, that, of the five ancient verſions, the 
Italic, the Vulgate of Jerome, the Syriac, the 
Armenian, and the Coptic, three, the Italic, 
the Vulgate, and the Armenian, contain the 


Gent. Mag, Aug. 1789. p. 697. 


diſputed 


( * ] 


diſputed verſe, 1 John, Yu Jo - Pay; Sir, 
where is this Italic Verſion to be found? 
Not in MSS. for you ſay, that there is not a 
ſingle MS. of it now certainly known to 
exiſt in the world, p. go. Why, then, muſt 
this verſion be prefled into the ſervice ? Be- 
cauſe it 1s cited by the writers who lived 
before Jerome. This verſion, therefore, ul- 
timately reſolves itſelf into the authority of 
thoſe writers; and the number of ancient 
verſions ſhrinks into four, unleſs to fill up 
the vacancy, you will accept my gracious 
offer of the Sclavonian verſion, to which you 
ought to have no objection, conſidering that 


you have alſo inliſted that into the orthodox 


army, p. 92, 206. Leaving, therefore, the 
examination of your quotations from Ter- 
tullian, Cyprian, &c, to another letter, I ſhall 
endeavour at preſent to treat of the Vulgate 
verſion with all poſſible brevity, In order to 
pave the way to this ſubje&, I deſire the 
reader to aſk himſelf the following queſ- 
tions: 
Ty > Does the Vulgate always cloſely follow 
the Greek, . ſcrupulouſ- 
Iy guarding againſt interpolations? 
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8, Do all the MSS. of the Vulgate agree 
£1 in retaining the three heavenly wit 
£1 eee 

N Do all that retain the ſeventh and 
eighth yerſes of 1 John V. repreſent 
| then in the ſame manner, without 
any important erben. omiſſions, 

- or additions? 

OY —_ Have the orthodox MSS. the verſe 
from the hand of the firſt writer, 
without raſures, interlineatians, or 
marginal inſertions * _ 

3. Are they generally the oldeſt and beſt } 

i Ualen theſe queſtions can he anſwered in 


”Y 


E the affirmative, the main prop and pillar of 


your cauſe will be in a very lame and tot- 
tering condition, For I need nat tell you, 
Sir, becauſe you muſt deny, nor need 1 tell 
the learned, becauſe they cannat but know, 
that the chief ſupport of this conteſted verſe 
is the authority of the Vulgate, But who- 
ever has enquired with the leaſt ſhare of di- 
ligence into the ſtate of the Latin MSS. 
Ftiows, that not one af theſe queſtions can 
bo anſwered in the affirmative, 

we allow you in aavapee, that a great ma- 
4 e Jority 
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jority of the Latin MSS. are on your fide, 
Perhaps for one that omits the three hea- 
venly witneſſes, forty or fifty may be found 
that retain them. I ſearched, I confeſs; a 
long while without finding any others; and, 
that my readers may be as wiſe as myſelf, I 
will give them a collation of fifty MSS, or 
more, that I had the patience to conſult. 

1, Of this number thirty-two omit the 
final clauſe of. the eighth verſe”; 
eighteen retain it, but one has it in 
the text underlined with red lead, 
two in the margin, one from the firſt, 

the other from a ſecond hand. 

5, One omits the final clauſe of the ſez 
venth verſe. 

3. Two read filius inſtead of wed - 
with which two French MSS. ſold 
by Meſſ. Leigh and Sotheby, May 293 

1780, agree, (Ie fils.) 

4. Two omit the epithet ſanctus. 

5. Nine change the order of the verſes 3 
but of theſe nine one begins the 

eighth verſe with et and the ſeventh 
with quoniam; on the other hand, 

one MS, that preſerves the common 
| order, 
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order, begins the ſeventh verſe with 
et and the eighth with quonzam. 

6. 'The MSS. that retain the clauſe of the 
eighth verſe read invariably either e- 
tres unum ſunt, or et hi tres unum ſunt. 

7. One adds the heavenly witneſſes in the 

| margin from the ſame hand ; another 
is ſo fond of them as to inſert them 

in the text, both before and after the 
others.. 

8. En terre is wanting in one French MS. 
and in terra in a Latin MS. at Ulme, 

quoted by Mr. Grieſbach, p. 229. 

With moſt of theſe variations ſome MSS. 

or other, collated by editors and critics, agree: 
One MS. at Toledo, collated by Naeh 
adds in Chriſto Feſu; which is alſo the reading 
of the author de Trinitate and the writer 
againſt Varimadus, both publiſhed by Chifflet 
under the name of Vigilius Tapſenſis. Vou 
ſeem, Sir, to acquieſce in Chifflet's judgment. 
But if you ſhall hereafter chooſe to make 
them two diſtinct witneſſes, my candour is 
ſuch, that I am determined to have no ob- 
jection: 


The 


(. 08 } 


The fame faithful and judicious writer * 


againſt Varimadus. quotes for the earthly 
witneſſes in the eighth verſe, aqua, ſanguis, 


et caro; and ſo reads the margin of a Colber- 
tine MS. quoted by Simon. If this reading 
had become faſhionable, it would have pre- 
vented an objection which the heretics have 
made againſt the double mention of the 
„ . | 
- The addition in Chriſto Feſu I take to have 
at firſt belonged to the eighth verſe, and to 
have been written by ſome pious perſon who 
meant thus to explain the verſe; that the 
ſpirit, the water, and the blood, concur in 
bearing witneſs to Chriſtianity. But when 
the ſeventh verſe was framed upon the model 
of the eighth, they whoſe copies had received 
this addition, tranſpoſed it together with the 
| reſt of the clauſe to the end of the ſeventh. 
One of my reaſons for this opinion is, that 
ſome of the MSS. of Ambroſe add theſe 
words at the end of the eighth verſe. 

I ſhall take little notice of the trifling 
omiſſion of in before unum, becauſe I think 


#* gee the Poſtſcript to this Letter, 
that 


* x F 
1 
nnn — 


— — + — — 
—— 


— 3 — 3 £ = 
= * = = * «y: bay 
8 A 


+ 

4 

4 
7 
j 4 
* 

= 
WS 
14 
1 

N 1 
# 7 

) 40 
JW 
"0 


Fu + 

* 

i Fu, 

_- 

1 * 

- 1 X 
| 


we... * 
3 49 
* *P . > " 


* 
n 


. * 
n 
n 


— 


„ rs „& *S. 


> 4-dAa- 2 
— 


K 


BEER 
— 


[ 142 I 


khat it neither affects the ſenſe of the paſſage, 


nor the credit of the Vulgate. The Greek 
MSS, from which that verſion was made, 
without doubt omitted eig from the identity 
of the three preceding letters in reg. The 
prepoſition is omitted from the ſame cauſe in 
a paſſage of Cyril, and in the Greek MSS. of 
Euthymius Zigabenus “. 

If all theſe various readings were preſented 
in· one view to any perſon endowed with com- 
mon ſenſe, moderately inſtructed in the prin- 
eiples of criticiſm, and uninfluenced in the 
preſent debate by intereſt or paſſion, he could 
not help concluding, that the number and 
importance of the various readings furniſh 
reaſonable ground for a ſuſpicion of corrup- 
tion. That a paſſage, which ſo often adds, 
omits, or alters particular words; which now 
precedes, now follows the unſuſpected part 
of the text; which is ſometimes ſeen in the 
body of the work, ſometimes in the margin; 


| lometimes by the ſame, ſometimes by a dif- 


- * Panopl, Dogm. Tit. XII. near the end, fol. 112. 
col. 1. ed. Tergoviſt. See Mr. Matthei on the Catholic 


i p- I41—143: 
| ferent 


f u] 


ferent hand 3 ſometimes after a taſurez whichp 


in ſhort, changes ſhapes faſter than Protetis 
or Empuſa that ſuch a paſlage is exceedingly 
queſtionable, whatever ſhape it aſſumes 3 an 


that, though it were not abſolutely omitted 


by any MS. an, editor might yet, hint his 


doubts, or even avow his diſbelief, of its ges 


nuineneſs, without juſtly i — the cen: 
ſure of b/aſþhemy or impiety . 8 


But, allowing that this verſe had been ex 


tant in the Vulgate even from the end of the 
ſecond century, and without any of theſe 
ſuſpicious appearances, 13 the merit of this 
verſion ſo high ab to ratify and render geriultie 
every word and ſentence in which its MSS; 
conſpire? Was it in no place cotrupted in 
the days of Tertullian and Cyprian? If we 
are certain of any reading having conftantly 
kept its place in-the Latin copies; we are cer- 
tain that they never read otherwiſe than quo 
in 1 Tim. III. 16, inſtead of Dxus. You, Sit; 
will probably defend the latter reading ; not 
ſhall I diſpute it. But if we take the liberty 


= Emtlyii's Enquiry is called b1aſphettoits and impious it 
the Layman's Addreſs to Convocation, 1717, p. 18. 
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of rejecting the authority of the Vulgate, 
when it is ſo conſiſtent with itſelf, and fo 
well ſupported as it is upon 1 Tim. III. 16. 
why may we not with equal right reject it, 
when it is the principal, if not the ſole, ſup- 
port of a conteſted verſe? Was the addition, 
of the clauſe in 1 Pet. III. 22, made by the 
firſt framers of the verſion from the warrant 
of Greek MSS.? Yet that has the general 
conſent of the preſent Latin copies. Who- 
ever undertakes the defence of ſuch paſſages, 
may pretend that his aim is to eſtabliſh the 
genuine text, bit in fact he is exerting all 
his force to weaken and uedermine its au- 
thority, | 
Thus I ſhould argue, if all the MSS. con- 
ſented in the received reading. I ſhould think 
it an hazardous ſtep to prefer any verſion to 
the unanimous conſent of all the Greek MSS. 
now known to exiſt. Still leſs ſhould I ven- 
ture to rely upon ſuch a verſion, which, by 
having been more frequently copied, has alſo 
been more frequently interpolated than any 
other. The ſubſidiary ſtreams which the 
river has received in its courſe have neither 
made the water more clear, nor more whole- 
ſome. 


But 
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But we are told, p. 42, that, by the com- 
mand of Charlemagne, Alcuin was employed 
in a reviſion of the Vulgate ; that in Alcuin's 
Correctorium * the teſtimony of the three 
| heavenly witneſſes is read without the ſmalleſt 
impeachment of its authenticity ;'” and that 
this very volume was extant at Vauxcelles in 
the life of Baronius. . You then add a ſup- 
poſition (for of ſuppofitions you have a plen- 
tiful ſtock), that Alcuin and his aſſiſtants, in 
order to ſettle the text, referred to the Greek 
MSS, and not only to the Greek MSS. but to 
the beſt and oldeſt Greek MSS. ſome in all 
probability as old as the Apoſtolical age. A 
lively fancy, Sir, is an indifferent accompliſh- 
ment for a critic. Vou cannot prove that 
Alcuin ever ſaw a Greek MS. much leſs that 


he collated any for the uſe of his edition. 


The knowledge of Greek was ſo ſcarce a 


commodity in thoſe days, that the contrary- 


ſuppoſition, which is expreſſly affirmed by 
Vallarſius “, is much the more probable of 
the two. It was labour and honour enough 
for Alcuin to collate the copies of the Vul- 
gate. Neither can you prove that the MS. 


* In Blanchini's Vindiciæ Veteris Vulgate, p. 328. 
A - at 
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11 Vauxcelles is tlie original of Alcuin. For 


it is ſo cuſtomary to tranſeribe titles from 
older MSS. that the name of the corrector 
is no proof of the MS. being written by 
the corrector, or in the ſame age. Beſides, 
the ignorance ſhewn in orthography * (as 
Wetſtein obſerves) would fempt us to be- 
lieve that it was written by an unfkilful tran- 
feriber of Alcuin rather than by Alcuin him- 
ſelf, You will be delighted, Sir, I doubt not, 
to hear, that this zreaſure of imneſtimable va- 
lue is ſtill in being. Blanchini has given a 
ſpecimen of the character in his Evangelia- 
rium Quadruplex, from which it appears, as 


far as I can judge, to be leſs ancient than he 
would make it. But in theſe matters moſt 


editors are naturally apt to be a little partial, 


When you ſay, that 1 John V. 7. is found 


in this famous MS. without the fmallef im- 
peachment of its authenticity, what do you mean 
by the ſinalleſt impeachment 2 Would you have 


* Such, for inſtance, as Canoniorum for Canonicarum, 
Kc. Vitali ſeems to ſpeak of another MS, written by 
Alcuin, and repreſenting 1 John V. 7. in the ſame man- 
ner; but what he ſays is very obſcure, and therefore I ſhall 
not urge it. 5 


the 
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the writer of the MS. inform his readers, by 
a marginal note, that he had inſerted a ſpu- 
rious verſe in his edition? An editor would 
hardly be mad enough to become ſuch a felo 
de ſe, 

But I ſhall advance one ſtep further, and 
maintain, that this MS. upon which ſo much 
ſtreſs is laid, is at leaſt as much againſt the 
verſe as in its favour. For how is the verſe 
read in this MS.? Not in the text, but in 
the margin are added theſe words: Sicur 
tres ſunt qui teſtimonium dant in cœlo, paler, 
verbum, et ſpiritus ſanttus, et tres unum ſunt. 
The text has only theſe words, Quomam tres 
unt qui teſtimonium dant, ſpiritus, aqua, et ſan- 
guts, et tres unum ſunt. Between ſunt and qui 
the ſame hand has interlined in terra*. Now, 


Sir, this is fo far from being a ſmall impeach 


ment of your favourite verſe, that it is a direct 
and violent attack upon it : for it plainly ſays, 
that the Latin MSS. varied ; and it more than 
hints, that the older ſurviving MSS. were 
without the addition of the heavenly witneſſes. 
If, then, this MS. was only a copy of Alcuin's 


Vitali in Blanchini's Evang. Quadr, Part I. p. 567. 
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autograph, Alcuin might be unacquainted with 
this verſe, though without its aid he bclieved 
the doctrine which it is ſuppoſed to contain, 
as appears from his treatiſe on the Trinity. 

I have purpoſely omitted, in my former 
account of the various readings, one of the 
molt important, that I might introduce it here. 
The reader will eafily gueſs that I mean the 
connection of the ſeventh verſe with the 
eighth by the intervention of s1evT. In 
three MSS. that Bp. Burnet ſaw, the ſeventh 
verſe follows the eighth ; and they are pinned 
together, as the biſhop well expreſſes it, by 
a SICUT. In a MS. at Ulme* the paſſage 
ſtands thus: Qura tres ſunt qui tgſtimonium dant, 
ſpiritus, et aqua, et ſunguis, et tres unum ſunt, 
SICUT in cel tres ſunt pater, verbum, ei fpiritus, 
ct tres unum ſunt. This various reading not 
only gives. freſh ſuſpicion of interpolation, 
but ſhews us the means by which it gradually 
in{invated itſelf into the text. Whoever duly 
and attentively weighs this circumſtance, 
will perhaps ſee leſs cauſe to think the idea 
of. a marginal gloſs ſo affefted and abſurd as 


* Grieſbach, tom. II. p. 229. SicurT is alſo read in a 
MS. of Card. Paſſionei. | 


you 
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you modeſtly pronounce it, p. 342. But they 
who believe things that are impoſlible, gene- 
rally diſbelieve other things both poſſible and 
probable, We know for certain that ſome 
of the moſt learned and renowned fathers in- 
terpreted the ſpirit, the water, and the blood of 
the Trinity. Could all the diligent Chriſtians 
who peruſed Auguſtine, Eucherius, and Fa- 
cundus, with the intention of extracting ex- 
planations of ſcripture, and noting them in 
the margin of their bibles—could they all 
miſs this ſagacious interpretation? Would 
no member of the churches over which theſe 
biſhops preſided, approve and endeavour to 
perpetuate his diocetan's ſublime diſcovery ? 
When once ſuch a copy exiſted, with a mar- 
* ginal note of this ſort upon 1 John V. 8. 
Sicut tres ſunt qui teſtimonium dant in cœlo, pater, 
verbum, et ſpiritus ſunctus, et hi tres unum ſunt ; 
the next tranſcriber, in a fit of politeneſs, 
might think that if this ſentence was not 
text, it deſerved to be, and might compli- 
ment it with a place in the middle of his 
page. Perhaps you think it an affefted and 
abſurd idea that a marginal note can ever 
creep into the text : yet I hope you are not 
E ſo 
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ſo ignorant as not to know that this has 
actually happened, not merely in hundreds or 
thouſands, but in millions of places. Natura, 
ſays Daille*, ita comparatum eft, ut auftorum 
probalorum libros plerique omnes amplos quam 
breves malint ; verentes ſcilicet, ne quid ſibi defit, 
quod auctoris vel fit vel efſe dicatur. To the 
| ſame purpoſe Bengelius +, Non facile pro ſuper- 
ö Nuo aliquid hodie habent complures docti viri (he 
might have added, ommnęſque indocti) eademque 
mente plerique quondam librarii ſuere. From 
this known propenſity of tranſcribers to turn 
every thing into text which they found writ- 
ten in the margin of their MSS. or between 

the lines, ſo many interpolations have pro- 

ceeded, that at preſent the. ſureſt canon of 

criticiſm is, Praferatur lectio brevior. 

I have hitherto been arguing as if all the 
| Latin MSS. had the diſputed verſe in ſome 
ſhape or other ; which you know, Sir, is not 
the caſe. You ſay indeed, p. 210, that there 
15 a greater number beyond all compariſon in 
which this text is found.” 1 have already 


De Lib. ſupp. Dionyſ. et Ignat. II. 3. p- 238. 
+ In Apocalypſ. I. 11. 


allowed 
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allowed you the full benefit of your majority, 

Make the moſt of this conceflion ; for it 

would be unkind to deprive you of an advan- 

tage which you ſo ſeldom enjoy. But take 

care of this argument; for, if you puſh it too 

forcibly, it will pierce the heart of your own 
cauſe. If the majority of Latin copies be a 

good proof that this verſe was early in the Latin 

verſion, the majority of Greek MSS. is as 

good a proof that it never was in the original, 

However, I will make what I think a fair 

propoſal. Produce two actually exiſting Greek 

MSS. five hundred years old, containing this 

verſe, and I will acknowledge your opinion 

of its genuineneſs to be probable, If you are 

unable to do this, and I produce you above 

twenty Latin MSS. all greatly exceeding that 

age, you cannot, I think, in common decency, 

refuſe to be a convert to my opinton. Let us 

then come to the fact. There are now exiſt- 
ing twenty-nine Latin MSS, in general the 

oldeſt, the faireſt, and the moſt: correct. 

Wetſtein reckons twenty-five, to which Mr. 

Grieſbach adds the Harleian, 1772, and fays, 

plureſque poſt Weifkemum inſpectos. I know 
nothing about any of theſe plures, and there- 

L 4 fore 
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fore J ſhall make no appeal to them. All 
theſe MSS. in 1 John V. inſtead of our pre- 
ſent ſeventh and eighth verſes, give no more 
than—Nuonam tres ſunt qui teſtimonium dant*, 
ſpiritus, aqua, et ſanguis, et tres unum ſunt. 
In the Harleian catalogue, No. 7551 contains 
three copies of the firſt epiſtle of John. The 
firſt copy ſeems to be of the tenth century, 
the ſecond of the ninth, and both omit the 
heavenly witneſſes. In the firſt copy the line, 
as appears from the ſpace, originally ſtood 
thus; Ss, aqua, et ſanguis, et tres unum ſunt. 
1 But another hand has eraſed the whole ſen «+ 
1 tence, and written, piritus, ſanguis, et aqua. 
ſtretching out the letters to make them fill 

the line, In the margin is added, by the 

ſame hand, I ſuppoſe, that made the raſure, 

! in cœlo pater, verbum, et 5ps, et tres unum ſunt, 

| | et tres ſunt qui teſiimonium dant in terra. After 
1 aqua, a third hand ( unleſs it were the ſecond 
5 in a repenting mood) adds, et Hi tres unum 
| funt, The ſecond copy has the genuine words 


* If any of theſe MSS. add in terra, as perhaps one 
or two may, I am content that they be ſtruck off the liſt. 


without 
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without any raſure, interlineation, or mar- 
ginal note. Caſley, in his catalogue, p. 15, 
gives an account of another Latin MS. agree- 
ing with theſe as it was firſt written ; ; but 
afterwards thus interpolated : Qua tres ſunt 


qui teflimonium dant in tra sps agua et ſanguis, 
ei hi tres unum ſunt. et tres ſunt qui teſtimonium dant 


in cœlo, pater et filius, et sps ſanctus, et hi tres unum ſunt. 
The ſame hand has very liberally ſcattered 
corrections through the reſt of the book, 
ſometimes right, but oftener falſe and abſurd. 
I hope, Sir, by theſe inſtances, you will be- 
gin to perceive that it is at leaſt poſſible for 
an interpolation ſometimes to gain footing in 
the text. I ſhall trouble you with the men- 
tion of only one Latin MS. more. Mabillon 
found at Liſieux, and publiſhed, a Gallic * 
Lectionary, which is reputed to be now about 
1200 years old, and contains the entire epiſtle 
of John, except the three heavenly witneſſes. 
But theſe it barbarouſly omits, and only has 
Quoniam ires ſunt qui leſtimonium dant, ſpiritus, 


* Twells and Bengelius, by a ſtrange miſtake, affirm 
that this Lectionary was not written in Latin, but in Gallo- 
Teutonic, 


aqua, 
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c4zqua, et ſanguis, et ires unum ſunt. The autho- 
rity of this MS. cannot but be thought of 
great weight, if we conſider its age; to which 
T ſhall add another argument in its favour : 
it omits (ſee Mabillon, p. 475) that inter- 
polation 1 Pet. III. 22. from which no other 
Latin copy, ſo far as I know, is exempt. 
But, to cloſe this long diſcuſſion, the queſ- 
tion is, To which fide ſhall we give credit, 
to age or to numbers? On one ſide the wit- 
neſſes are grave, elderly perſons, who lived 
nearer the time when the fact happened which 
they aſſert, and they are all conſiſtent in their 
teſtimony ; while, the other party, though 
vaſtly ſuperior in numbers, yet lived too late 
to be competently acquainted with the cauſe : 
many carry a brand of perjury on their front ; 
and, after all their colluſion and ſubornation, 
their teſtimonies frequently claſh, and con- 
tradi& one another. In ſhort, the few Latin 
MSS. that reje& the verſe, are as much ſupe- 
rior to the herd of incorrect and modern 
copies that retain it, as a ſmall well-trained 
band of ſoldiers to a numerous rabble deſti- 
tute of diſcipline and unanimity. 


Pos TSCRIPT. 
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Abbot Joachim compared the final clauſes 
of the ſeventh and eighth verſes, whence he 
inferred, that the ſame expreſſion ought to be 
interpreted in the ſame manner. Since there- 
fore, ſaid he, nothing more than unity of 
teſtimony and conſent can be meant by tres 
unum ſunt in the eighth verſe, nothing more 
than unity of teſtimony and conſent is meant 
in the ſeventh. This opinion the Lateran 
council and Thomas Aquinas confuted by 
cutting out that clauſe in the etghth verſe. 
Thomas tells us, that it was not extant in 
the true copies, but that it was /aid to be added 
by the Arian heretics to pervert the ſound 
_ underſtanding of the foregoing authority. 
My blood boils whenever 1 think of thoſe 
ſacrilegious Arians, ſometimes forging and 
ſometimes eraſing ſcripture. Thus Thomas 
Aquinas tells us, that they were /aid to have 
added this clauſe, Bugenhagius thinks they 


inſerted the whole ſeventh verſe; Yet ſome 


part of my indignation is involuntarily di- 
verted to the holy fathers of the church, 
who 
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who ſeem to have been in a ſleep approaching 
to a lethargy, while the enemy came and 
ſowed the tares. In taking the method above- 
mentioned, the Lateran council, it 1s true, 
followed Dr. Ovid's advice, mmmedicabile wul- 
nus Enſe recidendum, NE PARS SINCERA TRA- 
HATUR. But if they had given their minds 
to good reading, they would have found in 
the treatiſe againſt Varimadus an eaſy way 
of curing the wound that Joachim had made 
in the common faith, without having recourſe 
to the deſperate proceſs of amputation. For 
the author of that treatiſe, as if he had fore- 
ſeen, and meant to confound, the ſtratagems 
of the Arians, thus quotes the paſſage from 
+ the epiſtle to the Parthians ;” There are 
three that bear record on earth, the water, the 
blood, and THE FLESH, and the three are IN us; 
and there are three that bear record in heaven, 
the Father, the Word, and the Spirit, and they 
three are one. What would then have become 
af Joachim's argument? 


LETTER 


E 


LETTER VI. 
STR, 


You will perhaps accuſe me of a capital 


neglect, in not taking notice of your argu- 


ment from the Prologue attributed to Jerome, 


the author of which boaſts to have reſtored “ 


this verſe from Greek MSS. I confeſs that 


I was rather doubtful in what claſs of proofs 
I ſhould place the Prologue ; but at laſt I 
thought it more properly belonged to the 
head of quotations. I ſhall therefore treat 
of it in my review of the pious Jerome. In 
the mean time, the next verſions upon our 
hiſt are the Syriac and Coptic, which I intend 
to make the joint ſubjects of this letter. 


* Mr, Travis quarrels with the word re/tored, p. 57. 
105, * becauſe,” ſays he, the verſe was never loſt.” 
Surely an editor may be ſaid to refore a paſſage, that was 
only in a part of the copies, and conſequently in danger of 
being loſt. 


You 
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You and Martin find the teſtimony of theſe 
verſions ſo unfavourable to your cauſe, that 
you are reſolved, at all events, to demoliſh 
their authority. But the heat of a prejudiced 
accuſer often hurts himſelf more than the 
party accuſed. Your eagerneſs to diſable the 
credit of the Syriac and Coptic verſions has 
ſo utterly deprived you of judgment and re- 
flection, that I am not without ſome hopes 
of making an impreſſion upon your own head 
or heart: 


— for ſo T /hall, 
1f they be made of penetrable fluff”; 
F damned cuſtom have not bras'd them ſo, 


That they be proof and bulwark againſt ſenſe. 


I ſhall not diſpute with you about the pre- 
ciſe age of the old Syriac verſion. I have 
ſeveral reaſons for this forbearance ; one of 
which is, that I know very little of the mat- 
ter. I ſhall only obſerve, that your argument 
againſt its being older than Chryſoſtome, 
becauſe it contains the doxology, is not valid, 
unleſs you allow that the doxology is ſpurious. 
If you allow this, you reject a reading, that 
has, upon a moderate computation, thirty 

times 
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times as many witneſſes in its behalf, as your 
preſent client. It is found in all the Greek 
MSS. except eight; in two of the oldeſt Latin 
copies; in ſome MSS. of the Arabic and 
Perſic; in the Syriac, the Armenian, the 
Gothic, and the Æthiopic. If you had a fixth 
part of this evidence for 1 John V. 7. how 
you would triumph over all that dared even 
to inſinuate the ſmalleſt ſuſpicion! But you 
deſpiſe the aid of external evidence. It is 
the nature of the texts and the doctrines 
ſuppoſed to be contained in them that per- 
mits or forbids omiſſions to be concluſive 
arguments. If I had a mind to argue in 
your way, I could ſay, that only a ſingle 
verſion, the Coptic, is found, which uniformly 
omits the doxology ; „ that this verſion is 
faulty beyond belief, leaving out many whole 
verſes; and that no argument can be drawn 
from any omiſſion of any verſe, by any trans 
ſcriber, like this ;” p. go, 196. 

I now come to your arguments againſt 
theſe obnoxious verſions ; which, as they are 
of the fame kind, I beg leave to confolidate. 
„They are,“ you ſay, p. 87—90, 199—196, 
faulty and incorrect, almoſt beyond belief. 

They 
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They paſs over not words or ſentences only, 
but even whole verſes, which are admitted 
by all to be genuine.” The inſtances of this 
fort which you produce from the Syriac, 


dare John XIV. 3. XVI. 14. Acts VIII. 37. 


XV. 34. XXVIII. 29. 1 Pet. IV. 14. Vou 
might have ſtrengthened this argument by 
an obſervation which I have ſeen, that this 
verſion omits whole epiſtles, and therefore 
might eaſily omit a ſhort ſentence of a ſingle 
epiſtle. If you think this objection of any 
weight, you are welcome to the uſe of it. 
Your inſtances of omiſſion from the Coptic 
ne PIER. Y .-44- A VHE tf. XX. 22, 23. 
XXVII. 35. Mark VII. 16. XI. 26. Acts 


VIII. 37. XXIV. 7. To fave your readers 


the trouble of looking for the places, and 


the fear of being deceived by any miſprint in 


the numbers of reference, you have cour- 
teouſly tranſcribed the, entire paſſages. But, 
before I go farther in this ſubject, I requeſt 


you, Sir, to anſwer the following queries. 


1. Are you ſure, from your own inſpection, 
that the Syriac and Coptic verſions 


are chargeable with theſe omiſſions? 
| | * 


2. Do 
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2. Do alt the MSS. of this or that verſion 
agree in rejecting the verſes ſpecified'? 
For, if the MSS. vary, ſome retain- 
ing and ſome omitting a paſſage, it is 
abſurd to blame that for a fault in the 
verſion itſelf, which may be corrected 

from better copies. 

3. Do they omit the whole quantity of 

text that you have tranſcribed ? 

4. How do you know that theſe paſſages 

are admitted by all to be genuine ? 
Have you had the patience to collect 
the opinions of all who have written 
upon theſe ſubjects? Or do you be- 
lieve that every ſyllable of our com- 
mon Greek "Teſtament, as it was ſet- 
tled in the year 1624 by Elzevir and 
other inſpired men, is the genuine 
text of the Evangeliſts and Apoſtles? 

Leaving you to chew the cud upon theſe 
queries, I ſhall proceed to conſider a few of 
theſe paſſages. 

% Matth. V. 44. is entirely left out of the 
Coptic.” —Let us then tranſcribe the context 
without this verſe, and ſee what excellent 
ſenſe it will make. | 


M og 43. Ye 
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43. Ye have heard der it hath been ſaid, 
Thou fhalt love thy neighbour, and hate thine 


enemy ; 


45. That ye may bs the children if your Father 
which is in heaven; jor he maketh his ſun to riſe 


ox the evil and on the good, &c... 


Strange, that the reaſon of a precept ſhould 
be given, and the precept itſelf not appear! 
Notwithſtandhig your“ right to command 


our full affent when you only affirm a plain 


fact, which you are compleatly competent to 
aſcertain,“ p. 59, 126; notwithſtanding my 
own Herary candour and Chriſtian charity, I 
allure you, Sir, that ſooner than believe ſuch 
an abſurdity of the Coptic, I ſhould have the 


audacity to charge you with Jirange muſappre- 


henfion. 

Matth. XXVII. 35.— Dy this whole verſe, 
too, Sir, wanting in the Coptic ? If it be, I 
will own fuch a verſien to be of very little 
value, and ſhall make ho difficulty of deli- 


vering it up to your reſentment. But when 


J conſider that, if the verſe be expunged, 
there will remain no direct mention of Chriſt's 


crucifixion, I cannot believe that either tranſla- 


tor or tranſcriber could in his moſt careleſs 
mood overlook ſo important a ſentence. 


Throw 
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Throw out Matth. XVIII. 1. XX. 22, 23. 
John XVI. 14. the ſenſe indeed will not be 
totally deſtroyed, but the conſtruction will 
appear abrupt and unconnected. In Acts 
XXIV. 7. whoever will caſt his eye on the 
Greek text will ſee that your account cannot 
be true, for the eighth verſe begins with 
xexevoag, Which, if the ſeventh verſe be omit- 
ted, will have no ſubſtantive to govern it. 
Thus far I have thought fit to take the high 
priori road of reaſoning ; that if I have any 
attentive readers (beſides your friend Kuſter) 
they may learn to weigh the probabilities of 
an aflertion before they agree to its truth, and 
to diſtruſt all inconſiſtent relations, however 
. vouched by the relater.— 
Eaipgovos G g 
Ovux kg OY xenon Pecſoig. 

I ſhall now, Sir, deſcend to the level of your 
underſtanding, to the plain fact. I aſſert 
then that the Syriac verſion omits only three 
whole verſes of the ſix you have been pleaſed 
to quote: Acts VIII. 37. XV. 34. XXVIII. 
29. Of your eight examples from the Cop- 
tic, you are right only in three; Mark VII. 


16. XI. 26. Acts VIII. 37. However, I 
M 2 | ſhall 
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ſhall be merciful to you in your laſt inſtance, 
Acts XXIV. 7. becauſe you are ſeldom guilty 
of aſſerting too little. For the Coptic ver- 
ſion there omits not only the whole ſeventh 
verſe, but parts alſo of the ſixth and eighth. 

John XIV. 3. XVI. 14. the later Syriac 
editions repreſent exactly as they are in the 
Greek. Widmanſtad and Tremellius indeed 
omit the former part of one (And if I go and 
prepare a place for you), and the latter part of 
the other (nd ſhall ſhew it unto you); but in 
Guido's edition both theſe clauſes are replaced 
from a MS. 1 Pet. IV. 14. the Syriac only 
omits, On their part he is evil Holen of, but 
upon yeur part he is glorified. 

Marth. V. 44. the Coptic thus ſhortens : 
But I ſay unto you, love your enemies, and pray 
for them that perſecute you. XVIII. 1. the 


Coptic does not omit, nor any other verſion, 


nor any Greek MS. that I can find. Inſtead 


of XVIII. 1. you ought to have written 
XVIII. 11. which the Coptic does omit. 
XX. 22, 23. In each of theſe verſes the 
Coptic * omits the words, and be baptiſed 
zwith the baptiſm that I am baptiſed with. 
XXVII. 35. the Coptic omits the application 

of 
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of the prophecy, and only retains, And they 
crucified him, and parted his garments, caſting 
lots. | 
Thus, Sir, in your fourteen examples you 
have made eight miſtakes. Will you accept 
of my corrections? The liſt will not be much 
leflened in number, for there will then re- 
main twelve examples; but ſeveral of them 
will be of leſs conſequence. Theſe twelve 
examples amount only to eleven paſlages ; 
Acts VIII. 37. being twice quoted. Are then 
theſe eleven paſſages admitted by all, as you 
affirm, io be genuine? You mult correct again, 
Sir. This general aſſertion of yours contains 
in effect eleven ſeparate aſſertions, and in ten 
of them you are wrong. Eight times Mill 
approves the ſhorter reading; two of the 
other omiſſions are patronized, one by Eraſ- 
mus, and one by Bengelius; nay, Whitby 
himſelf, who * put in the front of his book that 
SPLENDID FALSEH00D THAT THE VUL- 
GAR READING MAY BE ALWAYS 
DEFENDED, agrees to expunge Matth. 


* VALCKENZR, Orat, de Critica in N. T. non adhi- 


benda, p. 308. 7 | 
M 3 XX VII. 
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XXVII. 35. Three of your genuine paſſages 
Mr. Grieſbach has diſcarded from his text; 
Matth. XX. 22, 23. XXVII. 35. Acts VIII. 
37- and upon fix more he ſets a mark to ren- 
der them doubtful; Matth. V. 44. XVIII. 
11. Acts XV. 34. XXIV. 6—8. XXVIIL 29. 
: Fer IV 44. | | 
Lt us now enquire into the merits of 

ſome of theſe readings. In Matth. V. 44. 
the ſenſe is the ſame, whether we acquieſce 
in the received reading, or prefer the ſhorter 
reading which has the Coptic and other au- 
thorities on its ſide. It is a mere point of 
criticiſm to decide whether the ſentence was 
firſt abridged by the haſte of copiers, or 
lengthened by the admiſſion of the parallel 
paſſage, Luke VI. 27, 28. To me, I own, 
the latter opinion ſeems more plauſible. 

Matth. XVIII. 11. is omitted not only in 
the Coptic verſion, but in fix Greek MSS. 
one very ancient Latin copy, one MS. of the 
Syriac quoted by Profeſſor J. G. C. Adler *, 


nor is it mentioned by Origen, Jerome, &c. 


De Syriacis Verſionibus. 


Many 
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Many Greek MSS. the Athiopic, Arabic, 
and latter Syriac verſions add Z2yr;ou rat 7 
a circumſtance which makes it more than 
probable that the whole verſe 1s interpolated 
from Luke XIX. 10. In like manner many 
copies of Matth. XXIV. 36. have a clauſe 
added from Mark XIII. 32. | 
In Mark VII. 16. though no more than 
four Greek MSS. agree with the Coptic, I 
cannot but fubſcribe to Mill's judgment, 
who thinks it ſpurious. What confirms me 
the more in this opinion is, that the tran- 
{cribers of the Greek MSS. have in other 
places been very prone to ſtuff out the text 
with the fame ſentence. Not contented with 
its having quiet and acknowledged poſſeſſion 
in Matth. XI. 15. XIII. 9. Mark IV. 9. 
a great number of MSS. adds it in Luke 
XII. 21. XXI. 4. In Mark XI. 26. ſeveral 
of the Greek MSS. agree with tke Coptic. 

The reſt of the omiſſions which you lay 
to the charge of theſe verſions are ſupported 
by ſo many conliderable authorities, that 
whoever ventures to decide poſitively againſt 
them, will incur the imputation of great 
A 4 . . raſhnes. 


© 
raſhneſs. And what is remarkable enough is, 
that they all have the concurrence of at leaſt 
ſome Latin MSS. By this time I hope the 
intelligent reader will perceive, that, in fact, 
there is not, among all the inſtances you 
have brought to prove the Syriac and Coptic 
verſions faulty, above one or two that can 
reaſonably be pronounced corrupt; and, that 
in the reſt they rather create a prejudice 
againſt the Iaxuriance of the common read- 
ing, than the common reading againſt their 
frugality. 
But though it was greatly your ory, 
it was no part of your deſign,” p. 71, 157, 
to ſay what might be ſaid in favour of theſe 
verſions. The unlearned reader therefore is 
left to ſuppoſe that one or the other of theſe 
verſions is ſo incorrect as in many important 
inſtances to ſtand ſingle, and contradict the 
united authority of the Greek MSS. the other 
verſions, and the citations of the fathers. It 
is curious, too, that of the paſſages you pro- 
duce, you only note the agreement of the 
Syriac and Coptic in one omiſſion, whereas 
they really agree in five, And I cannot but 
condemn your imprudence in mentioning 
cven 
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even that ſingle inſtance of their agreement, 
Acts VIII. 37. It might awaken the ſuſpi- 
cions of ſome inquiſitive reader, who by this 
glimmering of light would perhaps be led 
to a farther examination of the ſubje&, and 
conſequently to a detection of Mr. Travis's 
errors. I ſhall only add, that wherever the 
Syriac and Coptic verſions agree in any devia- 
tion from the common reading (be it altera- 
tion, addition, or omiſſion), and that devia- 
tion is countenanced by a reaſonable number 
of Greek MSS. it will require better critical 
abilities n yours to prove them in the 
wrong. 

« Theſe are nad! you add concern» + 
ing the Syriac, „which have eſcaped even 
the critical eye of Theodore Beza.” How 
lucky that they eſcaped not the critical eye of 
Mr. Travis! But if Beza was ſo purblind as 
not to ſee ſuch manifeſt omiſſions, with a 
Latin tranſlation from the Syriac before him, 
I affure you, Sir, without flattery, that your 
eye is at leaſt as critical as his. When you 
have read a little more concerning this ſub- 
Jett than you have already, that is, when you 
haye read at all, you will find, that Beza does 

actually 
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actually mention four of theſe ſix examples; 
John XIV. 3. Acts VIII. 37. aan 29. 
xt Pet. IV. 14. 
I feel myſelf here treading upon i fippery 
ground. When I reflect upon the heinouſ- 
neſs of the charge that I have brought againſt 
you, I am almoſt afraid of being myſelf 
ſuſpected for a falſe accuſer, There is one 
advantage in telling enormous rather than 
moderate falſhoods. Mankind are in general 
ſo lazy and credulous, that when once they 
are prejudiced in favour of any perſon's vera- 
city, they will regard another as a calumni- 
ator who endeavours to convince them that 
they have beſtowed their approbation upon an 
unworthy object. They will argue, as J have 
already obſerved, from the enormity of an 
offence, and the eaſineſs of detection, againſt 
the probability of its ever being committed. 
But if I ſhall be fortunate enough to have 
one reader of learning and probity, IT requeſt 
him, T exhort him, to peruſe this letter, and 
the other paſſages where I pawn my own 
word, with particular attention. He will then 
find that I have ſtated the facts ſimply as they 
are, and that however aſtoniſhing the inſtances 


of 


E 
of Mr. Travis's aſſurance may ſeem, I have 
ſpoken of them without diſtortion or exag- 
geration. 

J ſhould indeed have almoſt diſtruſted the 
evidence of my own ſenſes, when I ſaw you 
commit above twenty groſs and palpable 
errors in leſs than half a dozen pages, if I 
had not been acquainted with the ſource 
from which they flowed. Your French 
friend Martin * makes a few miſtakes, which 
you like a true Engliſhman have greatly im- 
proved. Martin ſays, Dif. p. 166. (g1 Eng.) 
This Syriac verſion is full of faults, and 
eſpecially of omiſſions. Beza has given abun- 
dance of inſtances—and we could add thereto 
a great many others I ſhall give only a 
few, and thoſe in whole texts.” He then 
ſpecifies the very ſame verſes which you have 
quoted (except that you have omitted one of 
his examples) ; but becauſe he was content 


* Mr. Travis may perhaps alledge in his defence, that 
he refers to Martin in the bottom of his page 88, 192. 
This is true; but I would defy any reader to gueſs from 
fo flight and naked a reference that he had borrowed the 
ſubſtance of five pages from Martin, 


to 
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to mark the numbers without reciting the 
words, you ſet down the whole verſes with- 
out enquiry. To the Coptic he makes the 
ſame objection, and gives for examples of 
_ omiſſions the ſame numbers with which you 
have obliged us. But by ill luck, inſtead of 
Matth. XVIII. 11. his printer, by overlook- 
ing a figure, made it XVIII. 1. Now if 
Martin had been leſs ſparing of his ink and 
labour, he would have written the paflages 
at full length, and ſaved his admirer the dif- 
grace of this ridiculous plagiariſm. How 
very rude too was it to expreſs, himſelf ſo 
ambiguouſly, Beza has given abundance of 
inſtances—and we could add thereto a great 
many others.” If you look at theſe words 
again, you may perceive, Sir, unleſs ſome devil 
has cozened you at hoodman-blind, that they do 
not neceſſarily imply all the inſtances there 
given to be ſuch as had eſcaped the critical eye 
of Theodore Beza. 

There is another little circumſtance which 
you have not condeſcended to mention. Be- 
ſides the copies of the ancient Syriac verſion, 
commonly called the Yerffo fimplex, there came 
to England in this century a copy of Phi- 
loxenus's 
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loxenus's verſion, reviſed by Thomas Hera- 
cleenſis, and collated in the margin with the 
old Syriac and ſeveral Greek MSS. The 
margin and text of this reviſion ſo often 
make additions, that if the collator had found 
the three heavenly witneſſes in any MS. 
| Syriac or Greek, he would not have envied 
his readers the valuable diſcovery. Yet this 
villainous copy is obſtinately ſilent both in 
the text and in the margin. The ſame ma- 
lignant demon“ that has preſerved the Dublin 
MS. to mock at human credulity, ſeems to 
have brought to light this new Syriac verſion 
to abet the Arians in their impious oppoſt- 
tion. | 
Accipe nunc Danaum infidias. In the year 
1599, Menezes, Archbiſhop of Goa, preſided 
at the Synod of Diamper, and made the In- 
dian Chriſtians correct their Syriac copies by 
the Latin verſion. Among the paſſages thus 
judiciouſly corrected, 1 John V. 7. ＋ could 
not fail to be included. This the Archbiſhop 
ordered to be reſtored, as having been ſuppreſſed 


* Journ. Brit, tom, IX. p. 64. 
+ La Cnrozs, Chriſtianiſme des Indes, III. p. 342. 
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by rmpiety: Tremellius, not finding this paſs 
ſage either in Widmanſtad's edition or the 


Heidelberg MS. ventured not to inſert it in 


his text, but tranſlates it into Syriac in the 
margin, and fays, ſic reſtitui poſſit. At laſt 
Gutbier boldly thruſts it into the text, and 


tells us that the Arians expunged it. Schaaf 


could not help applauding ſo good an exam- 
ple. This verſe,” ſays he, is wanting 
in the former editions, but Gutbier and I 
have tranſcribed it from Tremellius's notes 


and inſerted it in the text.” Schaaf after- 


wards ſent a copy of his edition to the Biſhop 
of the Malabarian Chriſtians of St. Thomas, 
The Biſhop in return ſent him a Syriac MS. 
of the N. T. This zreaſure of meſtimable value 
is ſtill preſerved“ in the Amſterdam library, 
and contains that precious jewel, the cauſe of 
ſo much ſtrife and ſhedding of ink. With 
what face will the infidels now aſſert, that 
the Syriac verſion omits the three heavenly 
witneſſes, when a Syriac MS. confirms their 
authenticity? Perhaps they will make two 


* ADLER de Syriacis Verſionibus, p. 31—33. 


trifling 
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trifling objections ; 7. That this MS. was. 


written as late as the year 1700, and there- 
fore is too modern to have any authority; 
eſpecially as we know that the Syriac copies 
had been interpolated with this very text a 


century before. 2. That in this MS. the 


verſe, is written thus in the margin, in cœlo 
pater et filius, et ſpiritus ſunctus, ei hi tres in uno 
ſunt. Et funt tres teſtes in terra. But you, Sir, 
who are as well pleaſed with margin as with 
text, and with Dublin or Berlin MSS. as with 
Alexandrian or Vatican, will deſpiſe ſuch ar- 
guments, and manfully defend the credit of 
your witneſs. I hope, however, that-ſome 
who have formerly entertained ſublime no- 
tions of the morality of the Complutenſian 


and other editors, will upon reflection abate 


of their confidence, and acknowledge that 
when a man is (no matter how) convinced 
of the genuineneſs of any reading, he will 
not be ſo ſcrupulous as to throw it out of his 
text merely becauſe his MSS. chance to be 
refractory. In particular, the zeal and eager- 
eſs that have been ſhewn for the eſtabliſh+ 
ment of this verſe, ſometimes upon very 
fender authority and ſometimes upon none, 

may 
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may ſerve to check the wonder of thoſe 


readers, who are apt to put implicit truſt 1 in 
the profeſſions of editors. 
I muſt not forget a gentle cenſure of La 


| Croze's upon the Syriac verſion, that * re- 


ſpectable as it is, by having been retouched 
ſeveral times, the copies have many. varia- 
tions, and that it does not deſerve quite ſo 
much credit as it has commonly obtained.” 
But this obſervation, however it may detract 
from the general. authority of the verſion, 


rather ſtrengthens than weakens its evidence 


in the preſent cafe. For fince many Greek 
interpolations have been admitted from time 
to time into the Syriac, 1ts conſtant omiſſion 
of this verſe in the ſueceſſive collations of 
Greek MSS. proves that the verſe was uni- 
formly abſent-from the early Syriac verſion 
and the Greek copies upon which the later 


| tranſlation was formed. 


To conclude, the MSS. of the Coptic ver- 
fion unanimouſly, the old Syriac verfion, and 


the later verſion made by Philoxenus and 


collated again with Greek MSS. and the for- 


* Chriſtianiſme d'Ethiopie, I. p. 40. 
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mer Syriac by Thomas Heracleenſis, are three 
ſtrong and diſtinct evidences againſt the au- 
thenticity of 1 John V. 7. The Syriac MSS. 
proteſted againſt it till the end of the ſixteenth 
century, when the copies of ſuch owners as 
were obedient to the conſcientious Menezes 
began to be adulterated in compliance with 
his orders. With equal judgment and fidelity 
ſome of the Syriac editors have admitted this 
verſe into their text, without the ſlighteſt 
authority, but merely from a marginal note 
of Immanuel Tremellius, 

But whatever weight thefe verſions may 
be thought to have in the deciſion of the 
preſent queſtion, every attentive reader muſt 
ſee and confeſs that Mr. Travis is a ſervile 
copter and an hardy aſſerter. I ſhall there- 
fore diſmiſs him to the contempt of the 
learned, and the reproaches of his own 
conſcience. N | 
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LETTER VIII. 


SIX, 


TRE remaining verſions to which Dr. Ben- 


fon appeals, are the Arabic, the Æthiopic, 
the Perſic, the Armenian, the Ruſſian, and 
the old French. By the old French verſion 
I ſuppoſe him to mean the Gallic Le&ionary 
publithed by Mabillon, of which I gave an 
account in my ſixth letter. I frankly con- 
ſent to exclude this from the number of ver- 
tons. I have only produced it as a copy of 
the Latin verſion, though for a ſingle autho- 


. rity 1 lay great ſtreſs upon it. The Perſic, 


which Martin ſeems generouſly to yield to 
his oppoſers, Dr. Benſon accepts, and you 
acquieſce in his claim. If there really be in 
print ſuch a Perſic verſion containing the 
Catholic Epiſtles, I muſt take ſhame to my- 
felf, and confeſs my ignorance ;z comforting 


myſelf, however, that Mill, Wetſtein, Mr. 
Grieſbach, 


[ 8 1 


Grieſbach, and others, ſeem to be as ignorant 
as TI am. To the Arabic and Æthiopic yon 
object, becauſe they are copied, according to 
Simon and Dupin, from the Syriac. But in 
the note, p. 193, you tell us, that Renaudot 
d:duces the Æthiopic, and Michaelis ſome of 
the Arabic verſions, from the Coptic. The 
ſolution of this queſtion muſt be left to the 
curious in Oriental languages. Perhaps thoſe 
learned men were haſty in their judgments, 
and founded their ſentiments upon a partial 
conformity. Perhaps both theſe verſions 
were made from Greek MSS. though the 
MSS. might have a general likeneſs to thoſe 
which were uſed by the compilers of the 
Syriac and Coptic. At any rate, amidſt theſe 


jarring opinions, it will be impoſſible to make 


a well-grounded choice, till more accurate 
editions are publiſhed from Arabic and Æthio- 

pic MSS. | 
But, not caring to talk learnedly without 
underſtanding the ſubject (though that is a 
very common fault, as you, Sir, no doubt, 
have obſerved), I ſhall not preſs this argu- 
ment; nor aſſume a point in my own favour, 
* becauſe it cannot be proved againſt 
N 2 me. 
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me. I ſhall only uſe the concurrent teſti- 


mony of theſe two verſions as an argument 


for the confiſtency of their parents. If the 
diſputed verſe had been once in the Coptic or 
Syriac, and was afterwards loſt out of the 
later copies, it might have been preſerved in 
the Æthiopic or Arabic from early and un- 
corrupted MSS. But fince theſe too omit it, 
the agreement of the Syriac and Coptic ver- 
ſions is ſtrengthened by a freſh acceſſion of 
evidence. | 
Having thus Apen the Arabic and 
AÆthiopie 3 we come to the Armenian, 
which La Croze* has dignified with the 
auguſt title of Queen of Yerfions, But, alas! 


—— Kings, QUEENS, and States, 
Maids, mairons, nay, the ſecrets of the grave, 
This vip'rous Slander enters. 


For a king and a biſhop (Haitho and Uſcan), 
who were intruſted with the education of this 
queen, have been accuſed of ſullying the pu- 
rity which they ought to have protected. 


* Beauſebre and Lenfant's Pref. to N. T. p. 211. 
Fhifton's Pref, to Moſes Chorenenſis, p. . 


This 
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This flander had gained ground upon the 
report of Simon, Sandius, and La Croze 
and the world in general ſeemed diſpoſed to 
believe it ; when a champion entered the liſts, 
and with more than a Quixote's callantry 
threw down his gauntlet in behalf of in- 
jured innocence. 

En quoi certes & ſa bonte, 

Et fon wele & ſa charite, 
Se firent d autant plus paroiire, 
Qu il a Phonneur de la connoitge ; 
Semblable d ces preux Chevaliers, 

Ces Paladins avaniuriers, 

Qui defendant des Inconnues, 

Ont ports leur nom juſqu' aux nuts. 
You will perhaps, Sir, interrupt this raillery 
by aſking me, whether I underſtand the Ar- 
menian language? Truly, Sir, no better than 
yourſelf. But that I know ſomething more 
of the ſubject than you, I will endeavour to 
convince my readers. We are happily agreed 
that Uſcan publiſhed this verſion, and that it 
contains 1 John V. 7. You add indeed, 
i without any mark of doubt ar ſuſpicion." 
' You are very fond, I perceive, of theſe ex- 


pletives. Has any other paſſage of Uſcan's 


bible any mark of doubt or ſuſpicion ? If 
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not, what conſequence can be drawn from 
his ſilence on this place? For my own part, 
not having your heroic talent for aſſertion, 
I cannot poſitively affirm, but I fully believe 
that Uſcan has ſpared himſelf all trouble of 
that kind. Your next arguments cannot haye 
Juſtice done them, without being more largely 
tranſcribed. | Wis 

& 1, Michaelis affirms, on the authority 
of Sandius, that Uſcan did not find the paſ- 
ſage 1 John V. 7. in his MS. although it 
ſtands in Uſcan's editions. 

« But the account ſo given by Sandius, 
was evidently (to ſay the leaſt of it) a miſ- 
take. [Anglice, was evidently a lie.] For 
M. Simon was acquainted at Paris with 
Uſcan, whilſt he was employed in executing 
his important commiſſion. And M. Simon 
(who was not only a very learned, but on 
the whole, a candid opponent of this verſe) 
exprefily admits, that Uſcan's impreſſion 
could not but be very accurate. The brſhop 
(ſays he), who was a judicious and diſcreet 
perſon, brought with him THE MOST CORRECT 
MSS. which he carefully followed. And theſe 
particulars I learned FROM THE BISHOP HIM+ 
SELF,” 
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Here, Sir, your fidelity in copying Martin's 
tranſlator has let you into a ſmall error. You 
ought to have divided Simon's words into 
two quotations. But if a tranſlator will omit 
ailleurs, who can help it ?—This, however, 
you call the confeſſion of an adverſary, over- 
throwing his own prepoſſeſſions. To make 
this a complete confeſſion, and a counterpoiſe 
to the evidence of Sandins, Simon ought to 
have ſeen Uſcan's MS. or MSS. with his own 
eyes, and to have teſtified that he there read 
the [diſputed verſe. But he only fays that 
the biſhop brought with him good MSS. 
which he faithfully followed. We cannot 
erect this into a teſtimony, unleſs we know 
alſo, that Simon examined the MSS., com- 
pared them with Ulcan's edition, and found 


them to agree. But this we know he did 


not, becauſe he confeſſes, in another place, 
that he learned theſe particulars from the 
biſhop's own mouth. Thus Simon's confeſ- 
ſion, that was to work ſuch wonders in fa- 
your of the verſe, ſhrinks into the ſolitary 
declaration of an editor. The bubble that 
we admired at a diſtance, and purfued with 


eagerneſs, vaniſhes into air the inſtant we 
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touch it. Bengelius would have ſaid (what 


he has ſaid in effect) of the Complutenſian 
editors, that they had good MSS. and fol- 
lowed them faithfully. And I myſelf would 
ſay the ſame of other editors. But Bengelius 
allows that the Complutenſian eren had 
not this verſe in their MSS, And if any 
perſon ſhould take advantage of my general 
expreſſions, that an edition was publiſhed 
from MSS. and argue that therefore it faith- 
fully followed the MSS. in this or that parti- 
cular paſſage, I ſhould, begin to be in pain 
for the ſtate of his intellects. Still leſs credit 
is to be given to the intereſted profeſſions of 
4 publiſher. But you ſuppoſe men who 
commend the goods which they expoſe to 
ſale, to have as nice a conſcience as if they 
were taking an oath in a court of juſtice. 
Thus Eraſmus's encomium upon Jerome you 
grayely bring, p. 253—255, as a contradic- 
tion to his leſs flattering opinion, Eraſmus 
was a great, and upon the whole an honeſt 
man, though, like other editors, he ſome- 
times deſcended to practiſe the tricks of the 
trade. . N ſobody elſe believes half the n 

_ that 
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that he heaps upon Jerome, nor did he hims 
ſelf believe them all. 53535 
But ſuppoſing that Simon really made this 
confeſſion which you have extorted from his 
words, how does his teſtimony difagree with 
Sandius's ? Sandius ſays “, that an Armenian 
MS. 400 years old, which he ſaw in poſſeſ- 
ſion of the biſhop of the Armenian church 
at Amſterdam, omitted 1 John V. 7. You, 
Sir, I ſuppoſe, will not only allow, but inſiſt, 
that Uſcan had more than one MS. of the 
Catholic epiſtles. If he had two, one con- 
taining, the other rejecting the verſe, who 
can doubt that he would have placed it in 
his text, and thought himſelf obeying the 
laws of ſound criticiſm? Preferatur lettio 
lenior et magis orthodoxa would be his canon, 
eſpecially when the common editions of the 
Latin, the only verſion that he underſtood, 
would confirm him in his deciſion. If there- 
fore the Armenian MSS, varied in this place, 
Sandius's teſtimony is not contradicted either 
by Simon's acknowledgement or by Uſcan's 
profeſſions. a 


* Append. Interpret. Paradox. p. 376. 
5 But 
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* But Simon, Sir, makes no ſuch acknow- 
ledgement. In the very letter of his, which: 
you have quoted without ſeeing, . Simon ob- 
ſerves that the three heavenly witneſſes were 
indeed in Uſcan's edition, but adds, that Uſ- 
ſcan, knowing ſomething of Latin, probably 
borrowed them from the Vulgate to enrich 
his edition. This conjecture of Simon's re- 
ceives ſome colour from La Croze's in forma- 
tion, that Uſcan confeſſes in one of his pre- 
faces, with ſeeming complaceney, that he 
altered ſome things from the Vulgate, But 
this proves nothing in your opinion, “be- 
cauſe Uſcan makes no ſuch confeſſion reſpect- 
ing 1 John V. 7.“ I am not violently diſ- 
poſed to accuſe Uſcan * of the interpolation. 
J only mention this as a ſpecimen of your 
maſterly reaſoning. Uſcan ſays that he added 
ſome things from the Vulgate. He ſpecifies 
none. Therefore he did not add this. I an- 
ſwer, that whatever paſſage be ſuſpected, you 
will always have the ſame reaſon at your 


® Tf Uſcan be really guilty of this inſertion, the paſſages 
in the acts of the council are probably corrupted by Ga- 
lanus, 


beck, 


1 

beek. For Uſcan makes no confeſſion re- 
ſpecting any paſſage. Therefore he has altered 
none, and of courſe tells a lie when he ſays 
that he has. Excellent Jogician! But I am 
aſhamed of ſuch trifling. | 

In the thirteenth century the Armenian 
church became intimate with the Ron. an. 
Haitho in particular was much devoted to it, 
and tolerably acquainted with the Latin lan- 
guage, In preparing a new edition of the 
bible, it was impoſſible for him to negle& 
the authority of a church with- which the 
had contracted fo cloſe a friendſhip. A clear 
proof of his reverence for his ſpiritual ally, 
is, that he tranſlated all the prefaces attri- 
buted to Jerome, and among them the Pro- 
logue to the Canonical Epiſtles. When 
therefore Haitho borrowed this Prologue, 
which complains of unfaithful tranſlators, 
and pretends to reſtore the heavenly witneſſes 
from Greek MSS., how could he reſiſt the 
teſtimony of Jerome, and, as far as he knew, 
the uniform authority of the Latin church ? 
If the Armenian verſion was before his time 
defective in this important paſſage, he was. 
bound upon ſuch weighty reaſons to patch 
ve 


WW... 


up the flaw. You fay, that Haitho's tranſ- 
lating Jerome's pretaces does not prove that 
this verſe was not in the Armenian MSS. 
before he was born.“ True; it does not 
entirely prove it. But it proves, that if this 
verſe was not in the Armenian MSS, of that 
ages: he would have taken it from the Vul- 
gate, and added it to his own edition. That 
this verſe was not in the Armenian MSS. of 
| that age, appears from the teſtimony of San- 
dius concerning the only MS. known to be 
of that age. The teſtimony of Sandius is, 
1. not contradicted by Simon's confeſſion, 
for Simon confeſſes nothing, but that Uſcan 
told him that he had brought Armenian MSS. 
from which he meant * to print his edition ; 
nor, 2. is it contradicted by Uſcan's own 
practice, for though Uſcan has really inſerted 
this verſe in his edition, he might do this 
upon the authority of one or ſome only of 
his MSS. and not of all; and yet he would 
then have acted up to his own ideas of fide- 


I have not Simon's Bibliotheque de Sainjore at hand ; 
but, as far as I recollect, Uſcan was at Ne long before 
| he printed his edition, 


lity, 
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lity, and agreeably to the cuſtom of editors. 
Nor, 3. is this teſtimony of Sandius at all 
improbable in itſelf ; for there is no difficulty 
in conceiving that an Armenian MS. ſhould 
agree with all the Greek MSS. extant, with 
the Syriac, Coptic, Arabic, Æthiopic, Ha- 
vonic verſions, with more than twenty of the 
oldeſt Latin MSS. &c. 

You next produce a confeſſion from Mi- 
chaelis, that this verſe is quoted thirty-ſeven 1 
years after Haitho's death by an Armenian * 
council. This, Sir, I acknowledge ; and you . 
ought to acknowledge in your turn the gene- 
rofity of the adverſaries; for La Croze firſt 
diſcovered * theſe paſlages. It may likewiſe 
be added to the advantage of La Croze's 
candour, that having at firſt ſuſpected Uſcan 
himſelf of the interpolation, he confeſſed his 
miſtake. He found Uſcan's edition agreeing 
with the Vulgate in adding paſſages of which 
No traces were viſible in an Armenian MS. at 
Berlin. And by comparing this circumſtance 
with Uſcan's confeſſion, that he had altered 


* So Le Long firſt told the public, that the verſe was 
found in the Dublin MS. | | | 
{ome 
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ſome things from the Vulgate, he inferred, 
that Uſcan had inſerted 1 John V. 7. ſolely in 
compliance with the Vulgate. But this opi- 
nion he retracted upon OI the foregoing 
quotations. 

From theſe paſſages you argue, that, if the 
verſe had been reſtored by Haitho, the mem- 
bers of the council would certainly have given 
ſome note to inform the reader that it had 
once been loſt, and now was re/tored ; or have 
made ſome acknowledgement to the memory 
of Haitho for its refforatzon. How long, Sir, 
mult a new edition of the bible be publiſhed, 
before it is lawful to quote it for ſcripture : 
The members of the council buſied them- 
ſelves, no doubt, in ſcrupulouſly marking 
the paſſages in which the old verſion differed 
from Haitho's! In our Engliſh bibles this 
very ſentence was once marked as ſuſpicious. 
1 forget the preciſe year in which it was 
made free of the text, Would not a com- 
mon Chriſtian, nay, perhaps the clergy in 
convocation, if they quoted this verſe the 
next year, probably quote it without trou- 
bling themſelves, about the hiſtory of its in- 


fertion ? The greater part of mankind, even 
thoſe 


E 


thoſe who call themſelves literary men, ſcarcely 
ever examine critically the paſſages which 
they occaſionally quote. They take them 
from the edition that firſt occurs, or ſome- 
times from another writer, on whoſe good 
faith they repoſe. (Of the truth of this po- 
ſition you, Sir, are a woeful proof.) It was 
natural then that an edition of the bible pub- 
liſhed by a king and a ſaint ſhould in thirty- 
ſeven years become authentic. The perſon 
who drew up the account of the proceedings 
in council, might not poſſeſs, might not even 
have ſeen, a copy of the former edition. 
And though he did know that the paſſage 
was otherwiſe read in the older MSS. his 
orthodoxy, his natural propenſity to the am- 
pler reading, his reſpect for the piety, eru- 
dition and dignity of the deceaſed editor, 
would induce him to adopt the emendation. 
But were the writers of thoſe days ſo ex- 
ceedingly addicted to criticiſm, that they ad- 
mitted no ſcriptural quotation into their 
works, without a full enquiry into its claims 
to be read in this or that manner? Did the 
members of thoſe aſſemblies nicely weigh 


the authorities, and verify the citations, pro- 
duced 
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duced by each other? In the preſent age, 
which is infinitely more learned and critical 
than either the thirteenth or the fourteenth 
century, I queſtion whether every reader or 


writer gives himſelf this trouble. Some per- 


ſons of high rank, Sir, it is faid, have given 
your book great praiſes ; have approved your 
reaſonings, and ſubſcribed to your conclu- 
ſion. Have they all diligently examined your 
facts and your quotations ? It is with pain I 
pronounce, that this queſtion cannot be an- 
{wered in the affirmative. In ſhort, your 
argument is built upon two aſſumptions : 
1. The council ought to have mentioned the 
various reading, if there had been one: 
2. The council acted exactly as it ought to 
have acted, and therefore would have men- 
tioned the various reading, if there had been 
one. But I have been informed, that the 


latter rule is ſometimes deceitful. Neither 


perhaps did the council know of the obliga- 
tion that Mr. Travis has lately impoſed on 
them. 5 

All this while, the reader muſt needs ſup- 
poſe, from what you have ſaid, that the 


council quotes this verſe to prove the doctrine 
| of 
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of the Trinity, or ſome branch of it; or at leaſt 
to apply the words in ſome manner or other. 
How will he be ſurpriſed to learn, that 
though indeed this verſe is thrice tranſcribed 
in the Councils, p. 436, 461, 478, in none 
of the three places is the ſlighteſt uſe made 
of it, nor any kind of reference to it in the 
ſequel. What need then had the compiler 
of the Acts of the Council to quit his ſubject 
for an impertinent digreſſion? Suppoſe that 
an Engliſh divine, ſoon after our tranſlation 
had received its laſt correction, writing on 
the nature of Antichriſt, thus quoted the pre- 
ſent Epiſtle II. 23. Whoſoever demeth the Son, 
the ſame hath not the Father ; but he that acknow- 
ledgeth the Son, hath the Father alſo. Would 
it be worth his while to ſtop and inform his 
readers, that the ſecond part of this verſe 
was once wanting in our tranſlation, or to 
make an acknowledgement to the church for 
having reftored it? It is of ſmall conſequence 
whether a writer quotes a doubtful part of 
ſcripture or not, if he takes care to argue 
only from what is genuine. Nobody there- 
fore, unleſs he were very critically inclined, 
would waſte his time in explaining why he 

Oo preferred 
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preferred one reading to another, of a paſſage 
which he barely quoted, without intending 
to employ it in his argument. But let us 
examine the paſſages. The laſt I ſhall quote 
at length, p. 478; Eiſi verum illud efſe fateri 
debemus, quod licet duo iſta in fe corruplibilia 
int, in dommice tamen diſpenſationis ſacramento 
myſtice fumpta puriſſima et ab onini ſunt corrupielæ 
contagio remotiſſima, eandemque cum Spiriu ſancto 
purificantem vim et operationem fibi vendicant, 
quocirca magnus Apoftolus ile Foannes in quadan 
ex Catholicis ſuis epiftolis ait. (1 John V. 7, 8. 
exactly as in the Vulgate :) Vide ut iria hac 
unam eandemque vim retinent ; nam licet diver ſa 
ſecundum ſe, virtuie tamen et cperatione unum 
quid ſunt divinum et purificans : baptiſmum enin 
pra fe feruut; aqua quidem juxia illud, Ego 
baptizo vos aqua; ſanguis vero ſecundum id; 
Calicem quem ego bibo, bibetis, et baptiſmo, 
quo ego baptizor, baptizabimini; ſangumen 
hic intelligens : Spiritus denique juxta illud, Ipſe 
vos baptizabit in Spiritu ſancto et igni.— 
The other two are exactly to the ſame pur- 
poſe, and prove, from the water and the 
blood in the eighth verſe, that water ought 
to be mixed with the ſacramental wine. In 

{ 0 this 
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this caſe there are three poſlibilities: 1. the 
council might quote theſe words from Hai- 
tho's verſion ; or, 2. the copiers of the Accs, 
or, 3. Galanus himſelf might inſert them. 
W hoever thinks that Uſcan added 1 John V. 7. 
without the warrant of any MS. may adopt 
the latter ſuppoſition. But though I ſhould 
not accuſe the copiers or Galanus of forgery, 
if I choſe to defend the ſecond or the third 
ſuppoſition, yet to ſhew my fairneſs, and to 
ſhorten the diſpute, I will be content with 
the firſt. Nothing however can be concluded 
thence, but that this verſe was already extant 
in the MSS. uſed by the council. They might 
not know when or by what means it gained 
its fituation. Or if they knew, it would 
have been worſe than uſeleſs to have broken 
the thread of their diſcourſe for ſo foreign a 
topic. They ſent for an old acquaintance, 
whoſe help they wanted. He came, and 
brought with him a genteel young ſtranger., 
They gave the ſtranger a polite invitation, 
which he as politely accepted. In all this 
there is nothing extraordinary. It is the daily 


practice of mankind. 
O 2 But 
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But we have not yet done with this Sueen 
of Verſions. For one Nicon, an Armenian, 
publiſhed a treatiſe de pęſima religione Armeni- 
orum, in which he accuſed his countrymen 
of having interpolated their bibles in Luke 
XXII. 43, 44. and diverſe other texts; but 
he brought no charge againſt them concern- 
ing the verſe now in debate; which is a proof 
that it anciently was, as it now is, found in 
that verſion.” | | 
I did intend to examine this propoſition as 
minutely as ſome of the former, but I find 
it neceſſary to abridge. The errors thicken 
ſo much, that I am afraid of writing a folio 
_ Inſtead of an oftavo. I ſhall therefore ſtate 
the facts as conciſely as I can. If I had read 
your ſentence with implicit belief, F ſhould 
have ſuppoſed, that Nicon wrote after the 
date of Uſcan's edition; that he produced a 
long catalogue of paſſages beſides Luke XXII. 
43, 44. where it was interpolated, but was 
filent upon 1 John V. 7. But as I knew 
ſomething of Nicon, and ſomething too of 
Mr. Travis, I was ſure that all you told us 
could not be true. 9 


This 
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This Nicon, according to Fabricius*, was 
a monk of the tenth century. La Croze + 
and Beauſobre 1, who call him a Greek im- 
poftor, ſeem to think him a different perſon. 
However, Greek impoſtor or not, he hved 
long before the age of printing, and at leaſt 
earlier, I ſuppoſe, than the time of Haitho. 
His treatiſe de peſſima Religione Armeniorum is 
extant in Latin ö, but imperfect. It has 
been ſince publiſhed complete by Cotelerius 
from two Greek MSS. In ſmall Greek print 
this important treatiſe takes up about-—two 
thirds of a folio page. Neither does Nicon 
accuſe the Armenians of interpolating, but 
of eraſing. Neither does he accuſe them of 
corrupting © Luke XXII. 43, 44. and djverſe 
other paſlages,” but only one beſides, John 
VIII. 1-11. If Nicon's copy had 1 John V. 
7. and he knew that the Armenian MSS. 
omitted it, in ſo ſhort a treatiſe, where he 18 


* Biblioth. Gr. Vol. X. p. 283. 

+ Hiſt, du Chriſtianiſme d'Armenie, p. 333. 

t Biblioth. Germanique, tom. XXXIX. p. 40. 
$ Beveridge, Not. in Can. Concil. Trull. p. 158. 
Patr. Apoſtol, tom. I. p. 235. 
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content with two examples, he might not 
have thought it neceſſary to record a third. 
If his copy omitted and the Armenian MSS. 
retained it, he might be ſilent for the ſame 
reaſon; or he might not be equally ſevere 
upon additions; or he might think that they 
preſerved the genuine text, and that his own 
copy was corrupt. But if, as we maintain, 
neither Nicon nor his contemporary Arme- 
nians knew of this verſe, how could he re- 
proach them either with omitting or inter- 
polating a ſentence, that never exiſted in 
Greek or Armenian till the thirteenth cen- 
tury ? . 

In all this, Sir, I am ready to acquit you 
of fraud, except ſo far as it is a fraud to pro- 
feſs knowledge where you are moſt ignorant. 
You copy Martin and his references from the 
Engliſh tranſlation. This appears from your 
ſaying LIvERSE other paſſages (PLUSIEURS) in- 
ſtead of ANoTHER. Having drawn out this 
article to an unconſcionable length, I ſhall 
ſum it up in a few words. The ancient Ar- 
menian MSS. omitted the three heavenly 
witneſſes. But in the thirteenth century the 
Romiſh and Armenian churches became inti- 
mate. 


LW] 


mate. Haitho, king of Armenia, underſtood 
Latin, and was a diligent reader of the Vul- 
gate. Perhaps from this circumſtance he 
firſt formed the deſign of making a new edi- 
tion of the ſcriptures in his own language. 
However, from the Vulgate he tranſlated all 
the prefaces attributed to Jerome, and inſerted 
them in his own edition. He could not be 
ſo inattentive to the advice of a (ſuppoſed) 
critic and ſaint, not to reffore, as he would 
think it, this valuable verſe to its place. 
Thirty-ſeven years after Haitho's death, the 
council of Armenia (perhaps) quoted it, but 
in company with the eighth verſe. And it 
is the eighth verſe only that concerns their 
argument. They prove from the earthly 
witneſſes, that the wine of the Euchariſt 
ought to be diluted with water. Three hun- 
dred years after Haitho, Biſhop Uſcan inſerted 
the ſeventh verſe in his edition. But that it 
has been uniformly in the Armenian MSS. 
from the time of Chryſoſtome, becauſe it 
has been in them ſince the union of the Latin 
and Armenian churches, is as likely as that 
it has been uniformly in the Greek MSS. 
becauſe it has been quoted by ſome Greek 
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writers ſince the Greek tranſlation of the 
Lateran council, | 

I have already aſſerted, in this letter, that 
the Slavonic verſion omits 1 John V. 7. I 
find, upon reading a little farther in your 
book, that you have aſſerted the contrary. 
That I may know, whether I ought to defend 
or retract my opinion, I ſhall examine your 
reaſons, which are two, I think, one pre- 
ſumptroe *, and one poſitive. Your preſumptive 
proof ſtands thus: The Ruſſians, at the 
cloſe of the tenth century, were converted 
by the Greeks, from whom they received the 
ſcriptures. ' But it has been proved that the 
ancient Greek church acknowledged this verſe 
to be genuine. Therefore the Ruſſian or 
modern Greek church acknowledged it to be 
genuine,” Your poſiirve proof ſtands thus: 
«© This verſe poſſeſſes its place in all the Ruſ- 
ſian New Teſtaments, and in the Ruſſian con- 
feſſion of faith, drawn up by Parthenius in 


1643.” 
Firſt, I obſerve, Sir, vpon the former of 


See Letter I. p. 5. 


your 
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your proofs, that * La Croze, almoſt as good 
a judge of theſe matters as yourſelf, attributes 
the Slavonic verſion to the ninth century, 
that is to ſay, not quite an hundred years 
after Alcuin's reviſion. It cannot be ſup- 
poſed, that the authors of this verſion would 
collate modern MSS. No! candour (I mean 
Mr. Travis's candour) obliges us to admit, 
that their reſearches were extended much 
higher, in all probability to the ſecond or 
third century.” But my candour is more 
feaſily ſatisfied. I am content to produce the 
authority of this verſion for no more than a 
tolerable proof what was the uſual reading 
in the ſixth (or if, when you find it turned 
againſt you, you ſhould be zealous to depreſs 
its value) in the ſeventh and eighth centuries. 
Next, I obſerve, that your preſumptive 
proof may eafily be gained to the other fide. 
The Ruſhans tranſlated the ſcriptures from 
Greek MSS. in the ninth century. But all 
the Greek MSS. of all ages omit 1 John V. 
7. Therefore the Slavonic verſion omits it. 


* Hiſt. du Chriſtianiſme des Indes, p. 229 or 343, and 
Addenda, P- 1.3» | | 
You 
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You cannot controvert this concluſion, un- 
leſs you can prove either that all the preſent 
Greek MSS. or all at leaſt that are of the 
ninth century and older, retain this verſe, 
or that it is frequently quoted by Greek au- 
thors of that and the preceding ages. For, 
till you can prove an univerſal or very gene- 
ral conſent of the Greek MSS. how do you 
know but the tranſlators lighted upon ſome 
of the defective and erroneous copies, ſuch 

as the Syriac and Coptic interpreters had ? 
Thirdly, I obſerve, that you are fo candid 
as to add a note which totally overthrows 
what your pgſitive proof advances. * The 
Slavonian bible of 1663 has this text printed 
in its margin only. All the Ruſſian bibles 
have it in the body of the page.” Now, 
Sir, ſince the modern Ruſſian bibles have no 
authority whatſoever, but what they derive 
from the ancient Slavonic, even from your 
own ſtate of the caſe it plainly appears that 
this-verſe is an interpolation. If the curators. 
of the edition of 1663 had a ſingle MS, 
containing the verſe, at a time when their 
Patriarch had admitted it into their confeſ- 
ſions of faith, it 1s impoſſible that they ſhould 
* . ſet 
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ſet ſo diſgraceful a mark upon it, as to ex- 
clude it from the text and degrade it to the 
margin. In this manner words and ſentences 
utterly unknown to the author firſt gain ad- 
mittance into the margin, and then become 
part of the text. Since we ſee this happen 
ſo often in printed books, we need not won- 
der at it in MSS. Whoever remembers what 
I have ſaid concerning the Syriac verſion, 
will want no farther inducement to believe 
that the diſputed verſe was never in the Sla- 
vonic. But when once ſuch paſſages are in 
poſſeſſion, it 1s blaſphemy to enquire how 
they came thither ; it is want of candour 
and charity to hint a ſuſpicion that any edi- 
tor could be fo unworthy a betrayer of his truſt, 
ſo unfaithful a fleward of the oracles of Gon, 
&c. &c. (I omit ſeveral thouſand epithets 
for the ſake of brevity) as to increaſe his 
edition with a verſe which was not extant in 
his MSS. But how is this verſe printed in 
the edition of 1663? You, Sir, who at other 
times are luxuriant enough in your quota- 
tions, here grudge us a ſhort ſentence. The 
Slavonic edition then thus repreſents 1 John 
V. 8. in the text; And Jhere are three wit= 


neſſng 
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maſſing on earth, the ſpirit, and the water, and 
the blood, and the three agree m one. In the 
margin the ſeventh verſe : * For there are three, 
Kc. Here, ſays Martin, the abrupt tranſition 
to And inſtead of For ſhews that it was a mere 
variation in the Slavonic MSS. You, Sir, 
may ſtrengthen this reaſoning, if you like, 
by obſerving that the words on earth refer to 
their oppoſites in heaven, and cry loudly for 
the inſertion of the ſeventh verſe. Beſides, 
continues Martin, this edition profeſſes in 
the preface cloſely to follow an elder edition 
printed at Oſtrow in 1581, That edition 
therefore repreſents the paſſage in the ſame 
manner, being printed, no doubt, from a MS. 
that had the heavenly witneſſes in the mar- 
gin, either from the ſame or from a different 
hand. Martin and you, Sir, I knew long 
ſince, look upon margin and text as one and 
the. ſame thing, But I hope that others, 
whoſe ideas are a little more diſtinct, will 
ſee, that, even allowing Martin's account to 
be true, the verſe may juſtly be ſuſpected of 
interpolation. For myſelf, I own, 1 am not 
ſo quick of belief. Having had a little ex- 
perience of pious fraud, I am apt to exclaim, 

on 
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on ſuch occaſions, Kdxig oh i 71 Tots 
7 FeiJouai, Perhaps the reader will hardly 
believe, that the Oftrow edition has only 
theſe words in the text, without any mar- 
ginal note: Quoniam tres ſunt teftantes, ſpiritus, 
aqua, et ſanguis, et tres in unum ſunt, Perhaps 
he will find greater difficulty in believing, 
that Newton, whoſe arguments you pretend 
to confute in your ſecond edition, had already 
declared himſelf an eye-witneſs of this read- 
ing in the Oſtrow edition. And I can aſſure 
you, if you will allow ſuch a teſtimony as 
mine, that in this declaration Newton tells 
no lie. Newton refers alfo to Camillus de 
Antichriſto *, who had feen one Tlyric or 
Ruſſian MS. as he calls it, fix hundred years 
old, and poſſeſſed another of great antiquity, 
both which read the paflage in the ſame con- 
ciſe way. Perhaps you will make an objec- 
tion to this Camillus, becauſe he was a Soci- 
nian. I ſhall leave him to your mercy. For 
no heretic's word or oath ought to be be- 
lieved, who writes againſt this verſe. But 


„% P., 156. His real name Was Thomas Piſecius. | See 
Sandius Biblioth, Antitrinit. p. 107. 7 


how 
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how ſhall we elude the evidence of a Slavonic 
MS. lately collated by Profeſſor Alter *, which 
is guilty of the ſame Laconic rudeneſs. Per- 
haps the Profeflor too is a concealed heretic, 
and has made a falſe report. 

Let us now contemplate the honeſty of the 
Moſcow editors. They dared not all at once 
interpolate the text with this verſe. They 
therefore put it into the margin, hoping that 
it might at laſt arrive at the honour of being 
received for undoubted ſcripture. To accom- 
pliſh this godly purpoſe, they firſt altered For 
to And, v. 8. then added on earth, and both 
contrary to the authority which they pro- 
felled to follow, in order to perſuade the 
ignorant and credulous, that it was a mere 
caſual omiſſion of the tranſcriber. Surely 
never was ſo much fraud and forgery em- 
ployed as in ſupport of this marvellous paſ- 
ſage ; 

I may now, I think, venture to affirm, 
that the ancient Armenian and Slavonic ver- 

ſions both were Wm of the heavenly 


Var. Lect. in N. T. ex MSS. Vindobon. tom. II. 
p. 1036. 
witneſſes; 
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witneſſes ; but I ſhall affirm without ſcruple, 
that you, Sir, have proved nothing to the 
contrary; and that, every ſtep you take, 
your ignorance of the queſtion, joined to an 
implicit faith in your blind guide Martin, 
plunges you into freſh difficulty and miſtake. 


Pos Ts CRI r. 


1. J. L. Frey told Wetſtein in diſcourſing 
upon 1 John V. 7. that it was wanting“ in 
his copy of the Armenian verſion. This 
converſation paſſed in 1719, before the deadly 
quarrel broke out between Frey and Wetſtein. 
Jam not ſo ſanguine as Mr. Travis; elſe I 
ſhoald produce this for a deciſive teſtimony 
in my favour. For it is poſſible that Wet- 
ſtein's memory might deceive him, os that 
in the eagerneſs of his zeal, partly againſt 
the verſe, and partly againſt Frey, he might 


* Regeſlit neque exſtare apud Patres, ne apud Cypria- 
num quidem, fi recte inſpiciatur, neque in MS, Sancto- 
Gallenſi, aliiſque veteribus codicibus Latinis, neque in 
Verſione, quam haberet, Armena, WETSTEIN Prolegom. 


p. 192. 
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enlarge a ſimple conjecture into a poſitive 


aſſertion. The fact, however, 1s probable 
enough in itſelf, that Frey had ſeen, or that 
he poſſeſſed, an Armenian MS. containing 
the Catholic epiſtles. If ſuch a MS. be till 
preſerved at Amſterdam, it would perhaps 
upon examination turn out to be. the ſame 
that Sandius ſaw in Uſcan's poſſeſſion. I 
throw out this only as an hint to thoſe who 
may hereafter have inclination and opportu- 
nity to reconſider the queſtion. | 
2. 1 learn from Mr. Matthæi *, that the 
firſt edition of the Slavonic verſion was printed 
at Prague in the year 1519. He does not 
mention its form, but obſerves that it is re- 
markably ſcarce, and rarely found entire. I 
have ſeen an old Slavonic edition, which I 
| gueſs to be the ſame, It is a ſmall thick 
octavo, but I have not been able to find any 
date of time and place. Nor is it neceſſary to 
make any particular enquiry after ſo perverſe 
and diſloyal a book, which ſcarcely furniſhes 
half its complement of text on this dangerous 
and diſtreſſing occaſion. 


* Append, II. ad Apocalypſ. p. 346. 
LE T- 
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LETTER 


SIR, 


I AaLMOST feel an inclination to pity you, 
when I enter upon your Greek authorities, 
they are ſo ſcanty, doubtful, and ſuſpected. 
According to your own computation they are 
only four; the Synopſis Scripture and the 
Dialogue againſt the Arians (both publiſhed 
with the works of Athanaſius), the Panoplia 
Dogmatica of Euthymius Zigabenus, and 
the Greek Lectionary called Apoſtolos or 
Praxapoſtolos. Of theſe I mean to treat in 
their order. 

Firſt, the argument of this Epiſtle, you 
ſay, p. 49, 102. is generally allowed to be 
the genuine work of Athanaſius. As far as 
I can learn, it is generally allowed to be ſpu- 
rious. In ſome editions of the N. T. it is 
attributed to Euthalius. It may be found in 
Oecumenius without any author's name. In 
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Mill's edition it is called Sophronius's, though 
Mill himſelf, Prol. 994. thinks it may be 
the work of Athanaſius, not the great prelate, 
(FOR THE LEARNED HAVE LONG SINCE DE- 
emp IT NOT TO BE HIS), but another, per- 
haps him who adviſed ['mihalius to undertake his 
edition, Certainly it would much leſſen the 
character of the great Athanaſius, if he were 
the real author of ſuch a confuſed and im 
perfect abridgement. However, genuine or 
ſpurious, © this author ſeems plainly to refer 
to the verſe in queſtion.” How different are 
opinions! Mill, Bengelius, Wetſtein, and 
Mr. Grieſbach, affirm that it 1s not cited in 
the Synopſis. But let us attend to the proof. 
„The verſe—is not directly quoted—but 
the author of it ſeems plainly to refer to this 
verſe in his ſummary or breviate of the fifth 
| chapter :” The apoſtle, “ ſays he,” Here teaches 
the unity of the Son wwith the Father: ** for this 
unity is not taught in any part of that chap- 
ter, fave in the ſeventh verſe.” This you 
had written, probably without looking at the 
Synopſis itſelf, and therefore added thoſe uſe- 
ful words, in his ſummary or breviate of the 
fifth chapter, which vaniſh in the ſecond edi- 
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tion. A common reader might hence fancy, 
that the Synopſis was a correct abridgement 
of the whole Epiſtle, chapter by chapter, and 
almoſt verſe by verſe, with the exactneſs and 
regularity of a modern commentator. But 
though you omit theſe words, you ſtill ſay, 
at the end of the ſentence, in any part of that 
chapter, which ſuppoſes the very aſſertion you 
have omitted. To make the argument com- 
plete, you ought to have ſaid, as Martin had 
boldly ſaid, in any part of the epiſtle, inſtead 
of mending his expreſſion by an implied 
falſchood. Whoever will take the trouble of 
reading this ſame Synopſis, will find it an 
incoherent jumble without method or con- 
ſiſtency. I once intended to tranſcribe the 
whole, but to avoid the fatigue and diſguſt 
of ſuch a taſk, I ſhall ſet down in their order 
the paſſages which the author cites from this 
epiſile, I. 1. I. 5. I. % V. %% 8 
12— 14. III. 10o— 18. IV. 7—12. IV. 19. 
28. III. 10. IV. 2, 3 f. V. 16, HE 
IV. 8. [II. 23.] 22. III. 13, 14. V. 20, 21. 
I may now ſafely appeal to every man of 
common ſenſe, whether the place of any 
doubtful text in the Synopſis can determine 
| FA = its 
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its correſponding ſituation in the epiſtle. But 
perhaps the expreſſions are ſo peculiar as 

clearly to point out the ſeventh verſe of the 
fifth chapter. He alſo ſhews the unity of 
the Son with the Father.” What! fo brief 
that he cannot allow us the full ſenſe of the 
paſlage, but breaks off a part and conceals 
the reſt? Could he not have ſaid, He alſo 
ſhews the unity of the Son and the Holy 
Ghoſt with the Father,” or the unity of 
the three perſons in the Godhead,” or ſome 
one of an hundred other expreſſions, which 
every mind will ſuggeſt to itſelf? How ſtrange 
is it, that he ſhould tranſplant from the other 
parts of the epiſtle, ſo many phraſes viſible to 
the naked eye, and here make ſo minute a 
reference as requires the moſt powerful ortho- 
dox microſcopes! Martin and you cautiouſly 
avoid quoting the entire ſentence. ** He alſo 
ſhews the unity of the Son with the Father, 
and hat he who denies the Son, neither has the 
Father.” The reference here is made ſolely 
to II. 23. as Emlyn, in his Reply, p. 265. 
obſerved; to whom Martin Verite, p. 234. 
made ſo lame and ſhuffling a rejoinder, that, 
fear, he was convinced of his error, though 


he 
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he had not the courage to confeſs it. If you 
object that the verſe II. 23. does not teach 
the unity of the Son with the Father, you 
muſt prove, 1. that the author of the Synopſis 
means unity of eſſence, not of conſent ; 
2. that no ancient writer would or could in- 
terpret it in that manner. But, I hope, every 
perſon who has had the patience to read thus 
far, will be convinced that no mention 1s 
made of our verſe in this Synopſis, but that 
ſince the author was perfectly orthodox, his 
filence is a probable argument that it was 
utterly unknown to him. 

Your ſecond authority is a dialogue be- 
tween an Athanaſian and an Arian, where 
© the verſe is thus EXPRESSLY QUOTED ; Is not 
that lively and ſaving baptiſm, whereby we re- 
cerve remiſſion of fins, adminiſtered in the name 
of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt ? 
And St. Fohn ſays, And theſe three are one.” 
You have here tranſlated rather freely, para- 
phraſing ſome words and omitting others. 
You might have greatly edified your readers, 
if you had favoured them with all the argu- 
ments by which the Athanaſian convinces 
the Arian that the Trinity in unity is to be 

ED worſhipped. 
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worſhipped. I ſhall therefore give an abridged 
but faithful tranſlation, ** Why do the Sera- 
phim, that Iſaiah heard cry, Holy, Holy, Holy, 
neither exceed this number, nor fall ſhort of 
it? Certainly becauſe it is not lawful for 
any beſides the Trinity to be thus honoured, 
Why did Moſes teach the people to bend 
their neck and their knees three times on 
the earth, but to denote the worſhip of the 
Trinity in one Godhead ? The divine Elijah 
raiſes the dead at the third breathing, to ſhew 
that no man can be worthy of eternal life, 
who ſhall not firſt receive with reverential 
faith a coequal and conſubſtantial Trinity, 
which like fire conſumes deadly fins 
Neither could Paul otherwite have aſcended 
to the third heaven, unleſs he had poſſeſſed 
in his heart the indelible and conſubſtantial 
faith of the Trinity——Likewiſe is not the 
remiſſion of ſins procured by that quickening 
and ſanctifying ablution, without which no 
man ſhall ſee the kingdom of heaven, an 
ablution given to the faithful in the thrice- 
bleſſed name. And befides all theſe, John 
ſays, And the three are one.” [or rather, are 
the one.” | 
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Concerning this dialogue you tell us,“ that 
whether it belongs to Athanaſius or not, has 
been a matter of great diſpute among the 
learned.” Who is the author, may perhaps 
admit of a diſpute. But all the learned at 
preſent, as far as I know, confeſs it to be 
ſpurious. Cave thinks it to be the compo- 
ſition of ſome doating monk. In general 
however, I believe, it is attributed to Maxi- 
mus, who lived in the ſeventh century, and 
reſided five years in Africa and ten at Rome. 
Lou, I know, ſettle its date by an acute cri- 

tical remark (taken, as uſual, from Martin), 
that becauſe the dialogue mentions the joinc 
reign of Conſtantine*and Conſtantius, it was 
written before the expiration of that joint 
reign, A. C. 337. I always thought, Sir, that 
the internal notes of time, unleſs they be very 
recondite, were not decifive in feigned dia- 
logues. The greateſt dotard of a monk in 
the ſeventh, or even in the ſeventeenth cen- 
tury, might write a dialogue and mention ſo 
obvious a fact. It would be a part of his 
plan to throw in a circumſtance of this nature, 
if he meant to ſuſtain his affumed character 


with propriety, Works may be proved {with 
P 4 certain 


1 26 J 


certain exceptions) to be ſpurious, if they 
violate hiſtorical truth, but they cannot be 
proved genuine, becauſe they do not violate 
at, | 

To the foregoing cenſure of Cave, which 
I am ſorry gave that worthy man, Mr. Martin, 
great uneaſineſs, no reader of the leaſt taſte, 
who has peruſed my extract, will refuſe his 
aſſent. How eafily might a monk who could 
fix ſuch remote, abſtruſe, or rather abſurd 
ſenſes upon other paſſages of ſcripture, inter- 
pret 1 John V. 8. of the Trinity? The words 
ſeem to convey at leaſt a more myſtical mean- 
ing than moſt of the other quotations. If he 
thought that ſuch arguments as the Iſraelites 
thrice bending the neck, Elijah's thrice 
breathing, Paul's being rapt into the third 
heaven, &c. had made an impreſſion on his 
antagoniſt, he might with equal modeſty 
expect, that he would be completely van- 
quiſhed with this teſtimony. It cannot be 
ſaid, that this interpretation was not current 
among the Greeks, when Simon found it in 
the margin of two MSS. and Mr, Matthæi 
in a third. The latter ſcholium is this: 


Three in the maſculine gender, in token of the 
Trinity : 


A... 


2 rintiy : the ſpirit, of the . FO: water, 
of the enlightening knowledge to mankind, by the 
ſpirit ; the blood, of the incarnation. Theſe MSS. 
are of the tenth and eleventh centuries. 
Now if this explanation could thus creep 
into the copies, and be recorded by the ſcribes 

as a valuable memorandum, I ſhould be ſur- 
prized to find that no author had met with it 
in the margin of his MSS. or in the works 
of the holy Doctors, or in converſation ; or 
that, having met with it, he ſhould impiouſly 
ſuffer it to ruſt in his poſſeſſion, inſtead of 
employing it in the ſervice of religion. 

But, interrupts Martin, the words are not 
the exact words of the eighth verſe. I an- 
ſwer, neither are they the exact words of the 
ſeventh. But they much more nearly reſem- 

ble the eighth than the ſeventh. The word 
eig, as I ſaid before, was abſorbed by the three 
preceding letters, and loſt out of the Greek 
MSS. from which the Latin verſion was made. 

The ſame omiſſion has happened in the copies 
of Cyril, of Euthymius Zigabenus, I may 
add, of Dionyſius Alexandrinus, whom Mar- 
tin cites to his own confutation. But whe- 
ther the copy itſelf that the author of the 

dialogue 
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dialogue uſed, or the ſcribe who copied the 
dialogue, be in fault, the fault is fo trifling 
and natural, that I wonder, 1. why it has 
not been more frequent ; 2. why Mill ſhould 
hence take occaſion to object that the eighth 
verſe is not quoted by Maximus. For, ſays 
he, all the MSS. read in the eighth verſe, 
eig 70 &. But this argument is not valid, 
unleſs all the MSS. of all ancient writers 
who quote the eighth verſe, retain the pre- 
poſition, which we have juſt ſeen not to be 
the fact. . 
In treating of the Latin fathers, I ſhall 
have occafion to examine more fully the ſub- 
ject of this allegorical interpretation. In the 
mean time I paſs to your next Greek witneſs 
(next in the order of time) Euthymius Ziga- 
benus, who in his * Parop/a Dogmatica Or- 
thodoxe Fidei thus refers to this verſe of 
St. John. The jerm oNE denotes things, the 
 efſence and nature of which are the ſame, and yet 
the perſons are different, as in this inſtance, AND 
THREE ARE ONE.“ 


* Compare Epheſ. VI. 11—17. 
Here, 
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Here, Sir, I mean to ſurprize you with my 
liberal conceſſions. I grant that this paſſage 
relates to the Trinity. And if it be a quota- 
tion from ſcripture, I will grant that it is 
the clauſe of 1 John V. 7. But before we 
admit this ſecond, propoſition, I cannot help 
complaining that you have been leſs civil 
than Martin, who produces the Greek ori- 
ginal from a MS. in the French's king's 
library: 2 & emi ue Tov 0woouTitv Aeyeratt, 
ey TouToTyYG peev Sehe, Seb r 08 UTOGHEEWY, 
w5 ro, KAT TA TPIA EN. You might have 
made your Engliſh look ſomewhat better by 
rendering, And THE three are one. But you 
will forgive me if TI doubt a little whether 
Euthymius really meant this for a quotation 
of our verſe, becauſe he fo greatly varies the 
expreſſion. The verb ſubſtantive, and pro- 
noun, are omitted, and the maſculines turned 
into neuters. Theſe orthodox divines were 
ſurely very inaccurate in their quotations of 
a moſt important paſſage. Would a mere 
Engliſh reader think that an author quoting 
theſe words: And the three (things) one (thing ) 
could poſt; bly mean to quote this ſentence : 
And theſe three ( * are one (thing)? 


Eucherius 


Eh 


[ 220 ] 


Eucherius indeed reads the eighth, and Etlie- 
rius both the ſeventh and eighth verſes, with 
iria in the neuter; but I know no Greek 
writer who has done the lame in either of 
the verſes. 

Though this I think might be a ſufficient 
objection, unleſs Euthymius had formally 
declared his quotation to be a part of ſcrip- 
ture, I ſhall not think much to examine more 
deeply into the matter. Poor Martin, turn- 
ing over the Latin tranſlation of Euthymius, 
ſaw in the margin a reference to 1 John V. 
and finding it contained ſomething like the 
ſeventh verſe, triumphantly added it to his 
cloud of witneſſes. But the moſt ridiculous 
errors find ſomebody or other to receive and 
vend them for precious truths. 


c 3 \ 1 7 8 2 
Qs cet TO bh, ayes Ceog we TOY 0phouey. 


The Latin tranſlation is ſo confuſed, that 
I ſhould have wondered if Martin, whoſe 
talent for the languages was none of the 
happieſt, had underſtood it; though he might 
have ſeen cauſe to doubt of his own con- 
ſtruction of the paſſage, if he had conſidered 
it with a little more attention or read a little 
farther. 


A friend 


\ 2s 1 


A friend of mine, whoſe name I ſhould be 
happy to mention, lent me a copy of the 
Greek edition of this ſame Euthymius Ziga- 
benus, publiſhed at Tergoviſto in 1710. The 
place you have quoted is extant in this edi- 
tion, fol. 28. col. 3—4. Here follows a literal 
tranſlation. ** The word one is applied, 1. to 
things homouſian, where there is a ſameneſs 
of nature, but a difference of perſons, as in 
this phraſe, And the three are one ; 2. to things 
heteroüſian, where there is a ſameneſs of per- 
ſons, but a difference of natures, as in this 
phraſe, And both together are one, not by nature, 

but by conjunction. + h | 
Every reader, even if I ſtopped here, wonld 
ſee that if the latter quotation be not in ſcrip- 
ture, in all probability neither is the former. 
But the latter certainly is not. Therefore I 
conclude the ſame of the former. Who 
knows how many of the authors, now loſt, 
from whoſe works Euthymius extracted ma- 
terials for his Panoply, expreſſed their faith 
in the ſame form of words? The defenders 
of the diſputed verſe catch greedily at every 
place where the Fathers uſe the expreſſion of 
Three are one, as if ſuch expreſſions could 
| not 
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not but proceed from this verſe, whereas the 
contrary ſuppoſition is infinitely more pro- 
bable, that the verſe proceeded from ſuch 
expreſſions of the Fathers. 
Let us reſume our tranſlation. ＋ As one 
is a word variouſly uſed; for we ſay, one in 
number, as Peter: one in ſpecies, as man: 
one in genus, as animal. Thus alſo with re- 
ſpect to wo; we ſay, o in number, as 
Peter and Paul: 7wo in ſpecies, as man and 
horſe: 7wo in genus, as eflence and colour. 
When therefore we ſpeak of Chriſt as Io, 
we do not call him #wo in number, but one 
in number by the unity of perſon, and wo 
in ſpecies, that is, in nature, by the duality 
of natures ; for Gregory the divine ſays, and 
both together are one, not by nature, but by con- 
junclion. When I came to this ſentence, I 
quickly conjectured (and who would not con- 
jecture ?) that ſince the ſecond of theſe quo- 
tations bore the ſuperſcription of Gregory 
Nazianzen, the firſt too might iſſue from the 
ſame mint. And, to my unſpeakable com- 
fort, I found my conjecture right. The 
ſecond of the paſſages is in Vol. I. Orat. 
XXXVI. p. 582, D.; the firſt, Orat. XXXIX. 
p-. 650. 
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p. 630. B. Having been always extremely 
fond of Gregory, I cannot forbear tranſeribing 
as much of the context as may enlighten the 
reader. But when I ſpeak, may lightening, 
as it were, flaſh around you, from the three 
lights and one of God: three, according to 
their proprieties or hypoſtaſes, if any prefer 
that word, or perſons (for we will have no 
quarrel about names, ſo long as the ſyllables 


direct us to the {ame ſenſe), and one, accord- 


ing to the conſideration of their eflence or 
Godhead: for it is divided indiviſibly, if I 


may uſe the expreſſion, and connected divi- 


fibly*. For the Godhead is one in three, 
and the three are one; thoſe | three] in which 
the Godhead is, or, to ſpeak more accurately, 
which the Godhead is: but we will avoid 
exceſſes and defects; neither turning the 
unity into confuſion, nor the diſtinction into 
ſeparation. Far be from us both the con- 
junction of Sabellius, and the diviſion of 
Arius, evils diametrically oppoſite, and equally 
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partaking of impiety.“ And in the next page, 
There is then one God in three [perſons], 


and the three are one, As WE SAID.” 


I believe that Mr. Travis himſelf will ex- 
cuſe me from any farther examination of this 
authority, But ſince J have promiſed to pro- 


duce every argument that to my knowledge 


has been or may be urged againſt me, I muſt 
not conceal that in the ſame edition of Eu- 


thymius, fol. 112. col. 1. a part of the epiſtle 


of John is thus quoted. And it is the Spirit 
that beareth witneſs, becauſe the Spirit is truth. 
For there are three that bear record in heaven, 
the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt, and 
theſe three are one. And there are three that 
bear record on earth, the ſpirit, and the water, 
and the blood, and the three agree in one. If 
we receive the witneſs of men, the witneſs of 
God t5- greater ——See now again, how the 
preacher of truth calls the Spirit by nature 


God and of God, for having ſaid that it is 


the Spirit of God that witneſſes, a little on- 
ward he adds, the witneſs of God is greater. 
How then is he a creature, &c.” ?“ 

Upon this paſſage I obſerve, firſt, that an 
thi who adopts this reaſoning muſt have 


been 


mw on a2 Jt bp ——© au. 


[225 ] 


been. ignorant of the ſeventh verſe. How 
could he otherwiſe have mifled the opportu- 
nity of inſiſting upon the connumeration of 
the three perſons, the aſſertion of their joint 
teſtimony and of their unity? Euthymius's 
reaſoning at preſent receives all its vigour 
from the cloſe conjunction of the ſixth, 
eighth, and ninth verſes, and is only clogged 

by the inſertion of the ſeventh. | 
Secondly, I obſerve, that all theſe teſti- 
monies and arguments Euthymius profeſſes, 
f. 109. c. 4. to copy from Cyril's Theſaurus. 
J have ſeen this quotation with my own eyes 
in Cyril's Theſaurus, but inſtead of the ſe- 
venth and eighth. verſes not a word more 
than, For there are three that bear record, the 
ſpirit, the water, and the blood, and the three 
are one. . ie 
Thirdly, I obſerve, that the Latin tratmſla- 
tion (Tit. XII. near the end) thus reads the 
place: Et Spiritus eft qui Deum Spiritum veri- 
tatem eſſe igſtatur. Quoniam tres ſunt qui teſti- 
monium afferunt, ſprritus, aqua, et ſanguis, et 
hi tres unum ſunt. Si teſiimonium, &c. The 
tranſlator therefore had not the verſe in his 
Greek copy. But wherever I ſet my ſteps, 
© Il ſtum- 
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1 tumble upon freſh examples of forgery. 


This tranſlator, though more modeſt than his 


brother the Greek editor, could not reſiſt the 


pleaſure of inſerting the word Deum contrary 
to the text of ſcripture, and the ſcope of his 
author's argument. When ſhall we ceaſe to 


give our adverſaries occaſion of reproaching 
us with pious fraud on the one hand, or 
childiſh credulity on the other? 

Fourthly, I obſerve, that three MSS. of 
Euthymius, collated by Mr. Matthæi *, ex- 
actly agree with Cyril, except that one has a 
very flight variation. To theſe I add another 
in the Bodleian, which I myſelf iuſpected, 
and a fifth in the library of Trinity college, 
Cambridge, of which an extract is now lying 
before me. So far therefore is Euthymius 
Zigabenus from having employed this wea- 
pon againſt the heretics, that on the contrary 
it is plain he never had it to employ. It was 
not to be found in the ſhops of thoſe artifi- 
cers of faith, who furniſhed him with the 
materials for his Panply. 


* On the Catholic Epiſtles, p. 142— 143. 
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From Euthymius to your Apoſtolos, that 
is, from one interpolation to another, is a 
gentle tranſition. Newton had ſaid, The Greeks 
received it (1 John V. 7.) not till this preſent 
age, when the Venetians ſent it amongst them in 
printed books (meaning this Apoſtolos), Upon 
this you aſk two ſapient queſtions, © Was 
the Apoſtolos not known to the Greeks till 
this preſent age ? Was the Apoſtolos a printed 
book?“ 1. You might have recollected that 
Newton's Diſſertation was written in the laſt 
century, in the beginning of which the Apo- 
ſtolos was printed at Venice. 2. Ves, Sir, 
the Apoſtolos is a printed book, fo far as it is 
an authority for the diſputed verſe. Newton 
knew that the printed book contained the 
verſe, but he had reaſon to declare it an in- 
terpolation. For he tells us, from the infor- 
mation of ſome of his acquaintance, that 
the MSS. Lectionaries of the Greeks omitted 
the verſe; and that the Greeks, when they 
were attacked on this ſubject, appealed to 
their printed copies, and affirmed that it was 
eraſed by the Arians. 

Your ingenious idea that the ancient Greek 
church from the fifth century acknowledged 


Q 2 | this 
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this verſe, becauſe it is now in their Apoſto- 
los, reſts upon this foundation, that the read- 
ings of the Apoſtolos have never been altered. 
But La Croze ſays, and with truth I believe, 
that eccleſiaſtical books are more ſubject to 
alterations than others. Your reaſoning upon 
this aſſertion is ſo curious, that I confeſs my- 
ſelf unable to underſtand it. You aſk, whe- 
ther the church would at any time inſert a 
reading which ſhe did not believe to be ge- 
nuine. Suppoſe that ſhe would not; yet in 
caſe of various readings, the church would, 
ſometimes from haſte, ſometimes from igno- 
rance, ſometimes from indolence, ſometimes 
from a blind obedience to the dictates of a 


leader who pretended to ſuperior learning or 


holineſs, give a ſpurious reading the ſanction 
of her authority. 


I cannot allow the Greek church to have 


been ſo nice and critical as you would make 


her, becauſe I ſhould then cede to her the 


palm of learning and fidelity, to which, I 
firmly believe, our church has an equal right. 
But if we may judge from ourſelves, the 
overſeers of the Greek church gave them- 
{elves little trouble about genuine readings 

in 


1 
in the public ſervice, provided nothing hete- 
rodox was admitted. In one of the early 


editions of our Bible, with the Common 
Prayer prefixed, the text of the N. T. marks 


1 John V. 7. as doubtful; in the goſpel for 


the firſt Sunday after Eaſter it is printed in 
the ſame character, and no ſuſpicion inſinu- 
ated. To which I may add, that we have 
now for more than two hundred years been 
proving the doctrine of our XXIXth article 
by a ſpurious quotation from Auguſtine. 


In the year 1200 the Archbiſhop of Lyons 


ſent an humble petition to the chapter-gene- 


ral of Citeaux, praying that the goſpel con- 


cerning the paſſion of our Lord—might be 
corrected. An abbot was accordingly ordered 
to make inquiry, and communicate the reſult 
to the next chapter. The chapter's order 1s 
thus expreſſed : © Scribatur in textu Matthæi 
Evangeliſtz, ubi deeſt : Diviſerunt fibi veſti- 
menta *,” | 

The biographer of Lanfranc*, Archbiſhop 
of Canterbury, tells us, that his Grace cor- 


* Witſtein Proleg. p. 85. 
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rected the Old and N. T. and the writings 
of the holy Fathers, according io the orthodox 
faith. Can we wonder that men thus affected, 
when they found a text which apparently 
ſuited their purpoſe, ſtruggling into notice, 
but not yet generally received, ſhould be 
biafſed by their preconceived opinions, and 
endeavour to give it currency among their 
ſpiritual ſubjects by the N of their own 
approbation, 

If our Apoſtolos, which 40 was de- 
mand of the church would multiply in num- 
berleſs copies, conſtantly retained this verſe 
from the fifth century, by what fate or chance 
has every tranſcriber forgot to reſtore it to 
the other MSS. which were not intended for 
public ſervice. The critics complain that the 
Evangeliſtaries and Lectionaries have often 
transfuſed their readings into the other MSS. 
But in this caſe the two ſtreams of the pub- 
lic and private MSS. have flowed as diſtinCt 
and unmingled as Alpheus and the ocean. 
Of the MS. Lectionaries that have been col» 
lated, none contain the three heavenly wit- 
neſſes. If therefore it were certain that the 


copy from which the Apoſtolos was printed, 
did 
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did contain them, the queſtion would be, 
which authority we ought to follow ? | 

Newton's appeal to the Greek MSS. you 
with your accuſtomed civility call, not an 
argument, but an aſſertion too extravagant 
for a ſerious refutation. For you ſay, p. 259. 
+ How a Greek MS. omitting 1 John V. 7. 
copied out at Paris or Rome in the tenth 
century, can be a proof that the verſe was 
wanting in the MSS. that Jerome uſed at 
Paleſtine in the fourth century, is utterly in- 
conceivable.“ If you cannot conceive this, 
your conceptions are very narrow. This ob- 
ſervation, however, of yours, applied to the 
Apoſtolos, will be as proper as it is now ab- 
ſurd. How a Lectionary printed at Venice 
in the ſeventeenth century, fourſcore years 
after 1 John V. 7, had been inſerted in the 
Greek editions of the N. T. can be a proof 
that the ſame verſe was extant in all the 
MS. Lectionaries from the fifth century down- 
ward, is utterly inconceivable!“ | 

The Apoſtolos, Sir, was interpolated in 
printing. You will perhaps bring your old 
argument, which is nearly worn out, upon 
the ſtage, that if the editor inſerted this verſe 
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without the authority of MSS. he was a cheat. 
But he was not a cheat, and therefore, &c. 
This kind concern for the morality of editors 
I greatly admire. But I do not accuſe the 
editor of being a cheat. Who ever called 
R. Stephens a cheat, becauſe he retains many 
readings in his edition, which he found in 
no MS.? Every editor, unleſs he makes ac- 
tual profeſſion to the contrary, is at liberty 
to follow the text of his predeceſſors. Com- 
mon readers are ignorant what licence edi- 
tors take in; reforming the text of MSS. 
to their own notions of correctneſs. The 
Venetian overſeer of the preſs, having been 
long familiar with the vulgar reading, would 
naturally ſuppoſe the omiſſion to be a mere 
error of the copier. He would doubtlets have 
E printed N. T. at hand, for the greater eaſe 
and quicker diſpatch. When he came to this 
place, if he had any regard for the credit of 
the printed editions, or for the fineſt paſſage 
in ſcripture, he would add it to the Apoſto- 
los, and inſtead of thinking himſelf guilty 
of raſhneſs or pious fraud, would plume him- 
ſelf on his zeal and vigilance in the cauſe of 
orthodoxy. The inſtances of interpolation 


which 
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which I have produced in the Syriac verſion, 
the Slavonic, and the editions of Euthymius, 
will infuſe into any reaſonable man a diſtruſt 
of publiſhers who conceal the authority upon 
which they act in cautious ſilence. All edi- 
tions, as well of ſcripture as of books where 
ſcripture is quoted, that give a text without 
notes or various readings, are by themſelves 
incompetent witneſſes. The leſs ſcandal they 
give to the ſimplicity of the vulgar, the more 
they excite the ſuſpicions of the learned. 
The confeſſion of faith, though I cannot 
tell when it was firſt made, 1s, I am ſure, 
too late to have any weight. The modern 
Greek verſion only ſerves to ſhew with what 
eagerneſs this verſe was every where received 
as ſoon as it was known. | 
When I think on the miſerable poverty of 
Greek authorities under which you labour, 
I am aſtoniſhed that you would not accept 
the additional teſtimonies offered by Benge- 
lius, Wetſtein, and Mr. Grieſbach, Bengelius 
| wiſhes to draw over to his party Irenæus, 
Clemens Alexandrinus, Athenagoras, and Ba- 
fil ; but they are ſq ſhy, that he is obliged to 
an uſe 


ml 


uſe violence; and even then they perform 
their work in a very aukward manner. The 
place from Baſil looks moſt like our verſe, 
Deus, et Verbum, et Spiritus, una Deitas et ſola 
adoranda. If this be a quotation of 1 John 
V. 7. no verſe has greater plenty of evidence 
to boaſt, for it is quoted by every ancient 
writer who has expreſſed his belief in 
three perſons and one God. A ſcholion 


aſcribed to Origen on Pſalm CXXIII. 2. 
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& iow, The ſpirit and the body are ſervants to 
their maſters, the Father and Son; the ſoul is 
maiden to her miſtreſs, the Holy Ghoſt ; the three 
zs (or are) our Lord God; FOR THE THREE 
ARE ONE. The critical chemiſtry that could 
extract the doctrine of the Trinity from this 
place, muſt have been exquiſitely refining. 
Andreas Cretenſis, xai rd Tic eig beg, 7% 6 
ei; 1 beorng, Taken from Gregory Nazianzen 
above quoted. The Nomocanon publiſhed 
by Cotelerius, ab rd r pi, reife ræb ra- 
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I hardly know whether I ought to men- 
tion the Philopatris, a dialogue written early 
in the fourth century, and falſely aſcribed to 
Lucian, where the Chriſtian Trinity is thus 
ridiculed : ** The high-rulng God the Son 
of the Father, the Spirit proceeding from the 
Father, one of three and three of one, think 
theſe to be Jupiter, believe 7h;s to be God.“ 
To which the other anſwers, ** You teach 
me to ſwear in arithmetic; one three and 
three one; I know not what you mean.” 
Cave * is fo overjoyed at this teſtimony, that 
he undertakes to prove from it the genuine- 
neſs of the three heavenly witnefles ; and, 
having finiſhed his taſk to his own ſatisfac- 
tion, concludes moſt mathematically, Quad 
erat demonſtrandum. Either my eye-fight is 
dimmer than Cave's, or my reaſon leſs trac- 
table, or my faith weaker; for many years 
fince, while I had no heretical ſcruples about 
the verſe in queſtion, I read this dialogue 
without diſcovering any alluſion. Biſhop 

Eugenius too, who publiſhed Joſeph Bryen- 
nius, and tranſlated Virgil's Georgics into 


® Hiſt, Lit. Tom. P · 17. 
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Greek hexameters, ſeems to be of my opi- 
nion; for after mentioning Cave's demonſtra- 
ion, he adds, * Sed gentilem illum autiorem 
relinguamus, qui ferfitan non ex Joannis epiſtola, 
fed ex propalato jam tunc Chriſtianorum dog- 
mate——unitatem nature—cum Trinitate—ſubſan- 
nare ſcurriliter iniendebat. But if you, Sir, 
think you can make any uſe of this autho- 
rity, I beg you not to ſtand upon ceremony. 
Kouwe vlg T& TW PIAWV. 

I allow, however, that two Greek writers 
do quote this verſe in full and expreſs terms, 
Emanuel Calecas + and Joſeph Bryennius J. 
Both eminent for antiquity and fidelity. Ca- 
lecas wrote about the middle of the fourteenth 
century, and Bryennius at the begiuning of 
the fifteenth. I ſhall have occaſion hereafter 
to mention Calecas. At preſent I ſhall only 
obſerve, that the Acts of the Lateran council 
having been then long tranſlated into Greek, 
it is more wonderful that ſo few, than that 
ſo many Greeks have quoted the diſputed 


es F ragm. Epiſt. ad Matthæi Præf. ad * Cath. 
p. LV11T. 
+ P. 217. Ed. Coteler. - 


t Tom. I. p. 241. ed. Lipſ. 1768. . 
| verſe. 
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verſe. As to Bryennius, he manifeſtly bor- 
rows from the Latin verſion. He reads 
0 eise in the ſixth verſe, inſtead of To veò- 
ue, and omits the clauſe of the eighth verſe, 
And ſince he quotes Thomas Aquinas in ano- 
ther place *, I doubt not but that he was alſo 
indebted to him for this piece of informa- 
tion. | 

Let us now review the troops which you 
are leading to this dangerous battle. 1. A 
Synopſis of the firſt epiſtle of John, attri- 
buted to Athanaſius, or Euthalius, or Sophro- 
nius, which quotes II. 23. to prove the unity 
of the Father with the Son. 2. A Dialogue, 
at leaſt as old as the ſeventh century, written 
by Maximus or ſomebody elſe, which quotes 
the laſt words of the eighth verſe, and ap- 
plies them to the Trinity. 3. Euthymius 
Zigabenus, who quotes theſe words, And 
the three are one,” from Gregory Nazianzen's 
Oration on the holy Lights, and has been 
ſince compelled by his editor to quote 1 John 
. Calecas, who probably bor- 
rowed the verſe from the Lateran council; 


# Tom, I. p. 222. 
and 


1wuJ]) 


and Bryennius, who certainly borrowed it 
from the Vulgate. 6. Laſtly, a Lectionary 
printed at Venice in the year 1602, which 
| Bengelius pronounces “ to be in this place 
certainly interpolated from the Latin; for the 
Teflon in the Arabic verſion, for the ſame day 
of the ſame week, knows nothing of the 
verſe.” | 
Whether ſo ſmall, faint-hearted, and mu- 
tinous a band, can make head againſt the 
enemy's hoſt, I will endeavour to calculate, 
when I have concluded my account of the 
Latin writers. 
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ST RX, 


I F you ſing Te Deum when you are moſt 
ſhamefully routed, what triumphs may we 
not expect from you when you lead your 
Latins into the field, whoſe firſt appearance 
at leaſt promiſes ſome ſhew of reſiſtance ? 
Theſe Latins I ſhall divide into two claſſes, 
the writers before and the writers after Je- 
rome's time: for all the evidence of your 
Old Italic muſt be given by the former ſet. 
You are ſenſible of the ſcantineſs of your 
preſent allowance, and therefore wiſh to make 
all the Latins down to the end of the ſeventh 
century vouchers for this verſion. But this, 
Sir, is either ignorance or ſophiſtry. If Je- 
rome reſtored the diſputed verſe about the 
end of the fourth century, his name was 
neither ſo little known, nor his authority ſo 
little reſpected, that none of the ſucceeding 


writers for three hundred years would adopt 
a moſt 
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a moſt important paſſage from his edition. 
You have only to prove (which you can do 
with as much eaſe as you prove moſt of your 
poſitions) that Jerome's ſucceſſors, though 


they conſtantly read and greatly eſteemed his 
works, reſolutely rejected all his emenda- 


tions, flighted his new edition, and ſtuck to 


their ancient Vulgate. In the mean time, 
your Ante-Hieronymian witneſſes are Tertul- 
lian, Cyprian, and Phcoebadius, 

Tertullian's words are theſe : ** He ſhall 


tale (ſays the Son) of mine (John XVI. 14.) 


as I myſelf of the Father's. Thus the con- 
nexion of the Father in the Son, and of the 
Son in the Paraclete, makes three [perſons] 
cohering one with the other, which three 


are one being, unum], not one | perſon, anus], 


as it is written, I and my Father are one.” 
(John X. 3o.) 1 

As often as I read this ſentence, ſo often I 
am' aſtoniſhed that the words zres unum ſunt 
ſhould ever be urged as a quotation. On the 
contrary, it appears to me demonſtrable, that, 
inſtead of being a quotation, they are the 
words of Tertullian himſelf, and expreſsly 


. from the m_ of. ſcripture. 
ts 1. Ter» 


„ 


1. Tertullian does not declare them to be 


a quotation. This objection, you ſay, is ill- 
founded; and you prove, in five pages, that 


authors often quote without giving notice. LVou 


are ſometimes, Sir, very amuſing, when you 
prove what no man ever denied. A few pages 
farther, we ſhall find you proving that a quo- 
tation from ſcripture is often introduced with, 
it is Written. But this, Sir, is not the whole of 
the objection; that Tertullian does not mark 
theſe words as a quotation, but that having 
been ſo accurate as to declare two paſſages to 
be quotations, one immediately preceding, 
ant one immediately ſucceeding, he ſhould 
paſs over the words in queſtion without any 
remark, ſuch as, inguit, or diftum eff, or 
ſcriptum eſt. If the three heavenly witneſſes 
were in his copy of the N. T. why does he 
never appeal to them in the reſt of this trea- 
tiſe, particularly in his twenty ſecond chap- 
ter, where he inſiſts, at length, on the ex- 
preſſion, Ego et Pater unuM ſumus; which he 
quotes five times in the whole book ? His 
argument, on this ſubje&, takes up half a 
page of your Appendix: yet he 1s content 


with a {light and tranſient alluſion to a text, 
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which is twice as important as the other, and 
by its peculiarity of expreſſion, demanded a 
double ſhare of his attention. Ought he not 
to have expected that the heretics would have 
endeavoured to elude the force of this argu- 
ment, and pervert it to their own doctrine, 
as they had perverted John X. 30 Would 
he not have been equally diffuſe upon the plural 
verb joined to the neuter fingular ? Let any 
man peruſe the firſt page of your Appendix, 
and he muſt ſee that if Tertullian had then 
two texts before him, one aſſerting the unity of 
two of the divine perſons, the other the unity 
of all thE*three, he muſt have been ſtrangely 
forgetful, or ſomething worſe, to reaſon ſo 
much upon his weaker authority, and fo 
little upon his ſtronger. If in the ſequel a 
paſſage occurs, that might admit a doubt, 
whether it be a quotation or not, it is ſurely 
a circumſtance of weight enough to turn the 
ſcale, that nothing was ſaid of it three chap- 
ters before, where 1t might very uſefully have 
been confronted with an unſuſpected quota- 
tion. | 
2. In reading the Fathers, great caution is 
neceſſary. They often paraphraſe what is 
concile ; 


[ ang 1 


conciſe ; explain what is obſcure ; ſupply 
what is defective; and truths divine come 
mended from their pen. Often they add their 
own corollaries to the words of Scripture, or 
ſo mix their quotation with the web of their 
argument, that without a Bible at hand, it is 
difficult to determine, where the Scripture or 
the author ſpeaks, An inſtance of this may 
be ſeen in this very ſentence of Tertullian: 
He ſhall take of mine, as I myſelf of the Father's. 
If any important conſequence could be drawn 
from theſe laſt words, no doubt but they 
would be defended with as much zeal, as the 
tres unum ſunt which follow. Nor ſhould I 
have wondered, if Cyprian, or Phœbadius 
had taken them for the genuine words of the 
Evangeliſt, and quoted them without ſcruple, 
upon the authority of Tertullian. And if 1 
were diſpoſed to aſſert, that Tertullian's copy 
of the Goſpel in John XVI. 14. added, ficut 
iþſe de Patris, I ſhould have a better co- 
lour for my opinion, than you have for yours. 
But you ſay, that Tertullian, after prov- 
ing the unity of the Son with the Father, by 
a quotation from St. John, proceeds to prove 
the divinity of the Holy Ghoſt, by another 

| R 2 quotation 
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quotation from the ſame St. John, which 
hews a like unity of three perſons in the god- 
head.” I abſolutely deny the truth of the lat- 
ter aſſertion ; to the reſt J have no objection. 
I allow that Tertullian, having proved the 
unity of the Father and Son from St. John, 
proceeds to prove the divinity of the Holy 
Ghoſt from the ſame St. John. But he proves it 
from the Goſpel, not from the Epiitle. To 
avoid prolixity, I will ſtate Tertullian's rea- 
ſoning as clearly as I can; and I engage to 
defend my expoſition, as giving the only con- 
ſiſtent ſenſe of which the words are capable. 
«© The unity of the Father and Son is fre- 


quently declared in Scripture, but moſt plainly _ 


in John X. 30. Praxeas makes this an unity 
of number; whereas, it ought to be inter- 
preted of an unity of ſubſtance. For, if 
unity of perſon were intended, Chriſt would 
have ſaid, unus, not unum. And the ſame 
ſort of unity, that the Son has with the Fa- 
ther, the Holy Spirit has with the Son. For 
as the Son is ſent by the Father, and ſpeaks 
the words that he receives from the Father, 


ſo is the Spirit ſent by the Son, and ſpeaks 


the words that he receives from the Son; as 


the 


E ]. 


the Son himſelf affirms: He /hall glorify me, 
for he ſhall receive of mine. Whatever unity, 
therefore, there is of the Father and Son, the 
ſame is the unity of the Son and Spirit ; conſe- 
quently, the ſame is the unity of all the three; 
which three are, therefore, one. When I 
ſay one, I mean not one perſon, but one ſub- 
ſtance. And for this reaſon, to avoid the ſub- 
tilties of Praxeas, TI uſe the Latin word anum, 
not anus; in which I conform myſelf to the 
ſcriptural phraſe, and apply the ſame expreſ- 
ſion to the three perſons, that the Scripture 
itſelf has applied to two.“ 

If Tertullian had propoſed to himſelf, to 
declare his belief of the Trinity, in imitation 
of John X. 30. he could not have invented a 
form of words different from the form that he 
has choſen. He could not ſay, res unus ſunt, 
much leſs, tres unus eff ; becauſe, he then 
would, by his own confeſſion, ſeem to favour 
the hereſy of Praxeas, But, as his words 
now ſtand, the imitation is perfect; and the 
very order of the ſubject, predicate, and verb, 
exactly obſerved, I ſhall therefore affirm, 
that Tertullian, not only does not quote theſe 
magic words, tres unum ſunt, from St. John, 

| R 3 but 
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but that he plainly confeſſes them to be his 
own, and defends them by the analogy of 
Scripture. 5 

Moſt of the editions of Tertullian read, 7res 
unum fint, which would rather ſtrengthen my 
cauſe. But I ſhall make no uſe of this read- 
ing, becauſe it might cafily be a miſtake of 
the copiers, or, perhaps, of the preſs. Ter- 
tullian has alſo been thought to refer to 
1 John V. 7. in two other places, de Pu- 
dicitia & 21. c. Praxeam & 30. Concerning 
theſe two places I ſhall ſay nothing; whether 
| becauſe I think them of too much conſe- 
quence, or of too little, I leave, Sir, to your 
ſagacious conjecture, 

Eucherius, after proving the Trinity from 
Pſalm XXXIII. 6. and other texts, con- 
cludes thus, Ergo Pater ex quo omnia, Fi- 
lius per quem omnia, Spiritus Sanctus in quo 
omnia, ſicut et Apoſtolus dicit, (Rom. XI. 36.) 
Ruomam en ipſo et per ipſum, et in ipſo ſunt om- 
nia, ffi gloria in fecula ſeculorum.“ The con- 
ſtruction of this ſentence, is the ſame as of 
the paſſage in Tertullian. But it is clear, 
that the words immediately preceding | /icut, 
are Eucherius's own, which he juſtifies by 

the 
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the ſubſequent authority. In like manner, 
the words immediately preceding quomodo, are 
Tertullian's own, which he juſtifies by the 
ſubſequent authority. I requeſt the reader to 
bear this place in mind, when I examine 
Cyprian's teſtimony. 

Phoebadius (excuſe me for violating chro- 
nology) plainly imitates Tertullian, as Ben- 
gelius obſerves, and therefore, is not a diſ- 
tinct evidence. If you object, with Benge- 
lius, that the particle quia implies a quota- 
tion, I anſwer, 1. That this is too ſlender a 
preſumption to ſupport an argument. Or if 
it muſt be a quotation, it is a quotation from 
Tertullian. 2. If I allowed it to be meant for 
a quotation of Scripture, you could then only 
prove, that Phoebadius had read Cyprian, or 
ſome author who had read Cyprian. 3. The 
editions vary, ſome retaining, others omit- 
ting quia. 

Upon Cyprian, therefore, the whole la- 
bour of ſupporting this verſe is devolved. He 
ſeems to quote it in two places. One of theſe 
receives all its force from the other ; and if 
Cyprian ſhall not appear to have quoted 
1. "_ 7. in his treatiſe de Unitate, nei- 

1 ther 
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ther will he appear to have quoted it in his 
epiſtle to Jubaianus. I allow, that by ſaying, 
„Of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, it 
is written, And theſe (or the) three are one,” 
Cyprian affirms, the words which follow, t 
#5 ritten, to be extant in Scripture, Why 
would he not quote the entire ſeventh verſe, 
as we have it at preſent? Alas ! what un- 
kind and perverſe mortals were theſe holy 
fathers! Half a minute more time, half an 
inch more parchment, would have cleared up 
all doubts, eſtabliſhed the wavering, con- 
founded the gain-ſayers, and ſaved a multi- 
tude of ſouls. But whether through envy, 
or haſte, they huddled the moſt important 
texts into the ſhorteſt compaſs, though they 
are tedious and diffuſe upon others, where we 
could have wiſhed them to be more conciſe. 
It has been made a queſtion, ever ſince the 
time of Simon, whether Cyprian quotes our 
preſent ſeventh verſe, or only applies the eighth 
by a myſtical interpretation to the Trinity ? 
The ſecond ſuppoſition 1s fo ſtrongly ſup- 
ported, by the authority of Facundus, that 
you will find ſome difficulty in ſetting aſide 
his teſtimony. Facundus himſelf, interpret- 


ing 
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ing the ſpirit, water and blood of the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, at laſt ſeems ap- 


prehenſive that his adverſaries may poſſibly 


object to his explanation; he, therefore, re- 
ſerves as his ſtrongeſt argument, the autho- 
rity of Cyprian : Aut ſi forſitan ipſi Trini- 
tatem, quæ unus Deus eſt, nolunt intelligi, 
ſecundum ipſa verba, quæ poſuit pro Apoſ- 
tolo Joanne, reſpondeant - Quod tamen Jo- 
annis Apoſtoli teſtimonium B. Cyprianus Car- 
thaginenſis antiſtes et martyr, in epiſtola ſive 
libro quem de Unitate ſcripſit, de Patre, et 
Filio, et Spiritu Sancto dictum intelligit. Ait 
enim; Dicit Dominus, EGO ET PATER UNUM 
SUMUS 3 et fterum de Paire, et Filio, et Spiritu 
Sancto ſcriptum ęſt, ET HI TRES UNUM suxr.“ 
Such a thundering proof as this, left no room 


for objection ; in the progreſs, therefore, of 


his diſpute, he refers to this place again, and 
takes it for granted, that he has undeniably 
proved his point. Nam fic eccleſia Chriſti, 
etiam cum necdum ad diſtinctionem Patris 
et Filii et Spiritus Sancti uteretur nomine 
perſonæ, tres credidit et prædicavit, P. et F. 
et Sp. S. ſicut teſtimonio Joannis ſupra docui- 
mus, quo dictum eſt; Tres ſunt qui tgſtimo- 
nium dant in terra, ſpiritus, aqua et ſanguis, et 
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hi tres unum ſunt.” I ſhall now deſire the 
reader to conſider your modeſt aſſertion, p. 
40. 82. that what Facundus or Cyprian 
underſtood, concerning the eighth verſe, is 
immaterial to the diſpute about the ſeventh.” 
On the contrary, I affirm, that Facundus, 
urging the heretics with the diſtinction 
of perſons in the Trinity, which is taught 
in the eighth verſe, and confirming his 
explanation by this very paſſage of Cyprian, 
ſhews, firſt, that he himſelf knew nothing of 
the ſeventh verſe; and, ſecondly, that Cy- 
prian, in his opinion, knew no more, but ex- 
tracted the doctrine of the Trinity from tlie 
eighth. Could Facundus, with a text before 
his eyes that would have gained him an eaſy 
victory over his enemies, labour through ſe- 
veral pages to bend this untractable verſe to 
bis purpoſe ? The Spirit,“ ſays he, “ fig- 
niſies the Father, for God is a ſpirit, (John 
IV. 24.) the water, the Holy Ghoſt (ſee 
John VII. 37. 38.) the blood, the Son, he 
alone of the Holy Trinity partaking of fleſh 
and blood.” If the ſeventh verſe was then in 
the generality of the Latin copies, Facundus 
had not only loſt his wits, to uſe a weak rea- 
ſon, when hc had a ſtronger to produce, but 


his 


an 


his honeſty too, in forcing an abſurd inter- 
pretation of ſcripture upon Cyprian, which 
he well knew to be his own, and not Cy- 
prian's. 

Why then might not Cyprian give the 
ſenſe of 1 John V. 8. in his own words, and 
ſay, Of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, it is 
written, THESE THREE ARE ONE? To this 
queſtion you anſwer, in Houyhnhnm lan- 
guage, that Cyprian would then have /aid 
the thing which was not ; that he would have 
been guilty of an intentional falſehood ; a 
ſuppoſition altogether monſtrous and abomin- 
able.” You might havea little lowered theſe 
tragical outcries, if you had conſidered, that 
the goodneſs, or badneſs, of every action may 
be conſidered in two lights; with reſpect to 
the quality of the action itſelf, and to the in- 
tention of the agent. That Cyprian ſet down 
his own ſenſe of the eighth verſe with an in- 
tention to miſlead his readers, is an odious, 
and, unleſs it be well ſupported, an abomina- 
ble accuſation. But who accuſes Cyprian of 
a deliberate falſchood ? This is your con- 
ſtant refuge, when argument fails you, to re- 
preſent with all your pathos, the injury done 

to 
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to illuſtrious characters, ſuch as Cyprian, Stu- 
nica, Stephens, Beza, &c. 

If Cyprian gave his own ſenſe of a particu- 
lar verſe, and ſaid, So it is written, though 
he might occaſion error in others, I ſhould 
not, without very ſtrong reaſons, ſuſpe& him 
of abſolute fraud. I wiſh, indeed, that it 
were the cuſtom to quote with more accuracy; 
but we know too well, that all authors (and 
frequently in controverſy) quote, not the 
very words, but the ſenſe and ſcope of them, 
or what they take to be the ſenſe, and ſome 
times without warning the reader. If I had 
ſaid in my III Letter, p. 42. that you pro- 
feſs, p. 11. 16. a willingneſs to believe that Mr. 
Gibbon, upon a certain occaſion, would have 
acted like a knave, ſhould I have been guilty of 
fraud, becauſe I had quoted your words ac- 
cording to what I thought to be their true 
meaning? I would not be underſtood to de- 
fend this practice umyerſally ; I think it 
blameable in general, and often productive of 
great miſtakes. All that I aver is, that it 
merits no harſher name, where no evil inten- 
tion appears, than inaccuracy, Whatever I 
conceive to be the real import of a paſlage, 1 

© have 
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have a right to ſet down in what words I 


chooſe, ſo long as I believe it to be the true 
ſenſe, and mean to miſlead nobody. Facun- 


dus has the following ſentence : „ Joannes 


Apoſtolus in epiſtola ſua de Patre, et Filio, ef 
Spiritu Sancto fic + dicit : TRES SUNT QUI T Es- 
 TIMONIUM DAN T“ —ET HI TRES UNUM 
sUNT.” If Facundus had only quoted theſe 


words, and not been imprudent enough to 


quote and explain at length, he would have 
been with you a poſitive evidence for the au- 
thenticity of the ſeventh verſe ; but at pre- 
ſent, unbappily, the break 1s filled up with * 
in terra Spiritus aqua et ſanguis. I would ob- 
ſerve, that Facundus uſes the word dicit, and 
is juſt as peremptory in the application of the 
eighth verſe to the Trinity, as Cyprian is in 
the application of his ſuppoſed ſeventh, A 


+ Ax Aron fays, A. A. II. 909. Hic Judæa vacans, 
ſterilis que DICITUR arbor, Exſpectata tribus fructum 
non attulit annis, & . Here is Judza ſaid to be called the 
barren tree in ſcripture, as poſitively as, et tres unum ſunt, 
is ſaid by Cyprian, to be written of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, But no man in his ſenſes, I hope, will 


contend that Arator's copy of Luke XIII. added a formal 


application of the parable to Judæa. 
| little 
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little after Facundus ſays, ** Non ergo ait 
Joannes Apoſtolus loquens de Paire, et Filio, 
et Shiritu Sancto, TRES .SUNT PERSONA QUE 
TESTIFICANTUR, &c.“ Facundus, we lee, 
affirming that the Apoſtle ſpeaks of the Tri- 
nity, affirms it in terms equally forcible with 
Cyprian's ſcriptum eff, and yet we are certain 
that Facundus applies only the eighth verſe ; 
we have, therefore, a right to conclude, that 
Cyprian does the ſame. If Facundus had 
been as reſerved as Cyprian, and only quoted 
a part of the eighth verſe, as I have done for 
him; if then the teſtimony of a later writer 
ſhould be produced to this effect, Quod te/timo- 
mum B. Facundus de Paire, Filio, et Spiritu 
Sancto diftum intelligit, you would reject it 
with as much contempt, and as little reaſon, 
as now you reject the ſame teſtimony given 
by Facundus concerning Cyprian. 

Was the allegorical mathe of interpreta- 
tion uncommon among the fathers? No; 
we know that they employed it without ſcru- 
ple in all points, whether of doctrine or 
morals. Bengelius, it is true, ſeems to think 
that the primitive fathers, or at leaſt Cyp- 
rian, were not tainted with the contagion of 

allegory. 
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allegory. That the reader * may judge of 
this the better, I will tranſcribe the words 1 
that follow the former quotation. The Serip- 1 
ture ſays, Or mis COAT, BECAUSE FROM THE 
UPPER PART IT WAS NOT SEWED, BUT WOVEN 
THROUGHOUT, THEY SAID, LET US NOT DI- 
VIDE IT, BUT CAST LOTS FOR IT. The coat 
carried unity, coming from the upper part, that 
is, from heaven and from the Father, which 
could in no wiſe be rent by him that received it, 
&c. Again, in his treatiſe on the Lord's it 
Prayer : We find that Daniel and the three chil- : 
dren, choſe for their Hours of prayer, the third, ih 
fixth and ninth, a fien of the myſtery of the | 
Trinity, <vhich vas 10 be revealed in after times. 
What wonder, that a writer of this ſtamp, 
ſhould forcibly apply theſe words, tres unum 
ſunt, to the Trinity, though he were wholly 


ignorant of the ſeventh verſe.” 


In truth, the allegorical interpretations of 
the ſcripture, given by the ancient writers, 
are ſo numerous, that it would be endleſs to 
purſue them. I ſhall content myſelf with 
three of the moſt ingenious, and moſt perti- 


* Grieſbach, Tom. II. p. 230. 
nent 
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nent to the ſubject. Eccleſiaſt. IV. 12. A 
threefold cord is not quickly broken, This is 
explained by Origen, Baſil, Jerome, and 
Ambroſe, of the Trinity. If any of theſe 
able divines had thus expreſſed himſelf: Of 
the unity of the Trinity it is written : 4 
threefold cord, &c.” who would pronounce 
him guilty of an intentional falſehood ? None, 
I am perſuaded, except Martin and yourſelf, 
whoſe feelings on theſe ſubjects are painfully 
Wo 4 5 

«© When * Chriſt ſays to his diſciples, that 


three loaves ought to be given to him that 


* AraTor Act. Apoſt. II. 896. 
Diſcipulis quod Chriſtus ait, jam nocte roganti 
Tres panes debere dari : nox iſta profecto eſt 

Mundus, ut hie fiquis verbi deſideret eſcas, 
Exhibeas, quæſite, dapes, doceaſque volentem, 
Quod Pa er et Natus, quod Sanctus Spiritus unus 

' Sint Deus, et numerum triplicet ſubſtantia ſimplex. 
Nec ſemel hoc pia juſſa canunt. Angariat, inquit, 
Te quicunque petens, ut pergas prævius unum, 
Cetera vade ſimul duo millia: nonne videntur 
Hoc mandata loqui ? fi quis te conſulit errans 
Ignaruſque viz, quid fit Deus, edere malis, 

Prode Patrem, ſubjunge libens, quod Filius, et quod 
Spiritus eſt almus, numero tres et tamen unus. 


 alks 


LI wn I 

aſks by night (Luke XI. 5.) that night is 
the world, in which if any deſires the meat 
of the word, you ought to produce your 
ſtores, and teach him, that the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Spirit, are one God, a 
ſingle ſubſtance in a triple number. 'The 
ſacred precepts repeat this more than once. 
Whoever preſſes you one mile, go with him 
alſo the other two ; (Matth. V. 41.) does 
he not ſeem to ſay; if any man 1n error 
aſks you, what God is, tell him that he is 
firſt the Father, next ſubjoin that he 1s the 
Son and the 3 Spirit, three in number 
and yet one.“ 

If one of the Fathers had written chis 
ſentence : Our Saviour ſaid to the Jewiſh 
nation, let no fruit grow on thee henceforward 
for ever,” an accuſer would be ridiculous, 
who ſhould charge him with having quoted 
falſely; for that theſe words are faid to the 
fig-tree, Matth. XXI. 18. and not to the 


Jews. But how much more ridiculous 


would a defender be, who ſhould maintain 
that the Father had certainly an additional 
paragraph in his copy, where our Saviour 


* _ to the Jews, or at leaſt an addi- 


D tional 
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tional verſe explaining the allegory ; and 


that to ſuſp-& the holy man of giving his 


own interpretation for the words of ſcripture, 
would be monfirous and abomimabce ! 

Lord Shafteſbury * thus blaſphemoufly 
derides the language of the holy Scriptures ; 
& J have ſeen in certain Chriſtian churches 
an ancient piece or two affirmed on the ſo- 
lemn faith of prieſtly tradition to have been 


angelically and divinely wrought ; but having . 


obſerved the whole /fyle and manner to vary 
From the rules of art, I prefumed to aſſert, 
that if the pencil had been heaven-guided, it 
could never have been fo lame in its per- 


formance.“ Would a defender of Shaftebury 
gravely argue that I have here been guilty of 


an intentional falſehood ; that Shafteſbury 


ſays not a word of the Scriptures, but mere- 
ly of ſome pictures that were ſhewn to him 


in certain churches for ' celeſtial workman- 


ſhip? In ſuch a caſe I ſhould anſwer, if I 

could keep my countenance, that I had ſup- 

poſed Lord Shafteſbury by this allegory to 
4 Characteriſties, vol. III. p. 230; 


ridicule 
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ridicule the Scriptures themſelves 3 that the 
veil which covered his real meaning, was ſo 
tranſparent, that every body might ſee it, 
without my tearing it off; that however I 
was guilty of no intentional falſehood, for I 
firmly believed what J ſaid, and that the 
morality of ſuch matters is not to be mea- 
fured by the ſoundneſs of our judgment, 
but by the ſtrength of our perſuaſion. I 
make no doubt but Facundus was as fully 
convinced that he and 'Cyprian -had rightly 
interpreted 1 John V. 8. as I am that I have 
rightly interpreted Lord Shafteſbury, The 
only objection remaining, which can ſeem to 
have any weight, that Cyprian was not 
capable of ſo abſurd an interpretation, J have 
in part anſwered already; and I ſhall obſerve 
farther, that no man ought to diſpute upon 
any ſubject where the Fathers are concerned, 
who either knows not, or will not own, 
that many 1nterpretations of Scripture to 
the full as abſurd as this may be found in 
their works. To mention one. Many of 
the Fathers prove the divinity and eternal 
generation of the Logos from Pſalm XLV. 1. 
Erufavit cor meum verbum bonum. But the 

8 2 mere 
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miere Engliſh Chriſtian is defrauded of this 


argument for his faith by our heretical trau- 
ſfiation, My heart is indiling of a good matler.* 

Cyprian is elſewhere negligent iu quoting, 
as in Matth. VI. 13. Suffer us not io be led 
into temptatium. Apoc. XIX. 10. Wonſbiß 
thou :the Lord Jeſus. 1 John II. 17. he five 
times adds, As God remains for ever. The 
firſt and ſecond you defend. I ſhall there- 
fore examine the firſt,” to give a ſpecimen of 
your talents, for you never are more pleaſant 
than when you talk about criticiim. You 
think, Lead us not into temptation, which is 
found in ſome MSS. the genuine reading. 
The note in the inner margin of the Oxford 
Cyprian is thus exprefied : <©* Ne nos indu- 
cas, Ar. Eber. Pemb. Lin. Voſs. 2. Bod. 3. 4. 


Viet.” which you p. 44, 89. thus improve, 


as uſual. © Lead us into temptation are the 
words of the Arundelian MS. of thoſe from 
Pembroke College, Cambridge, of thoſe from 


* Whoever deſires more of theſe interpretations, may 


furfeit himſelf by conſulting Mbitby's Diſſertatio de S. 
Scripturarum Interpretatione ſecundum Patrum Commen- 
tar ios. . | 


York, 


1 

Vork, from Lincoln College, Oxford, of one 
belonging to Voſſius, two Bodleian MSS. 
and one belonging to the monaſtery of St. 
Victor.“ Let any reader, who has not Cy- 
prian before him, oount your liſt; he muſt 
be wrong; he will at leaſt make nine, and 
may, if he chuſes, make twenty MSS. in fa- 
vour of your reading, though in the edition 
itſelf it is manifeſt to the eye, that they are 
only eight. The MSS. collated to this trea- 
tiſe of Cyprian are in all twenty-one. If I 
reaſoned like you, I ſhould claim the other 
thixteen, as all agreeing in the common 
reading. However, ſince the collation is in 
general very exact, I think I ſhall be very 
generous, if I ſtrike off four as neutrals 
and only ſuppoſe nine to be in my favour: 
To theſe nine I add two in the Muſeum, 
both which read, Suffer us not to be led, in 
each of the places where Cyprian quotes the 
clauſe. We have theretore a clear majority 
on the ſide of the editions. 

Secondly, This majority will be greatly 
increaſed, when we learn; that the ſame 
| clauſe 1 1s repeated * in this treatiſe of 
83 Cyprian. 
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cyprian, and that only three MSS. deſert the 


vulgar reading. 

Thirdly. The internal evidence is in fa 
vour of this reading. For there was a plain 
reaſon why the copiers ſhould alter Cyprian's 
quotation to that reading of the Goſpel 
which was familiar to themſelves. And 
wherever in a quotation of Seripture, two 
readings are equal in other reſpects, that 
which differs from the received text is com- 

monly genuine. 

PFourthly, Auguſtine expreſsly quotes this 
variation from Cyprian, as you might have 
learned from your friend Beza. I conclude 
therefore that the preſent text of Cyprian is 
right, and that Matthew Prior was not 
wrong, when. he ſaid or ſung, that Authors 
before they write,” fhowd read, a caution to 
which ſome of your friends, Sir, have not 
paid ſufficient regard. 

If you are curious to know how Cyprian 
came to adopt this gloſs inſtead of the ge- 
nuine reading, I am almoſt certain, that he 
was deceived by an imperfect recollection of 

Tertullian. We learn from Jerome, that 
cn was a conſtant reader of Tertullian, 

whom 


121 
whom he called his maſter. And from Cy- 


prian's imitations, we might learn the ſame 
thing without Jerome's information, Ter- 
tulli anthen having explained De Orat. & 8. 


the clauſe Lead us not by Suffer us nut to be led, 
his ſcholar, as many ſcholars are apt to do, 


took his maſter's interpretation. for ' Goſpel, 


Thus he quotes in the Council of Carthage, 
$ 6. John III. 6. with the ſpurious addition, 
| borrowed from Tertullian de Carne Chriſti, 
§ 18. of which I ſhall take mother occaſion 
to ſpeak. 


« But though Facundus indeed tells us 


that Cyprian meant only to interpret the 


eighth verſe by that ſentence, Of the Father, 


Son and Holy Ghoſt it is auritien, AND THESE 
THREE ARE ONE, Fulgentius djrec#ly and bot 


lively repreſents Cyprian as quoting the 
ſeventh,” Fulgentius's word is confiietur, 
which, you ſay, frequently means in the 


beſt writers 10 declare, to fhew, to profeſs. 


And for this you refer to your truſty friend, 
* the dictionary of Ainſworth,” of whoſe 
two examples one has been corrected from 
M>S.. (Sueton. Aug. 4.) the other I have 
not been able to find, but I will venture to 


84 propheſy 
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propheſy that it is a miſtake; a third, which 
„the Theſaurus of Geſner“ would have 
ſupplied, 1s either corrupt or nothing to the 
purpoſe. Yet I ſhall lay no ſtreſs upon this 
argument, becauſe in that barbarous age, 
ſtrange liberties were ſometimes taken in the 
uſe of words. I ſhall alſo grant, that Ful- 
gentius quotes our ſeventh verſe, and does 
not adopt the myſtical expoſition of the 
eighth from Cyprian, as Emlyn pretends. 
J ſhall attack Fulgentius's teſtimony upon 
a new ground. I affirm, that it is no teſti- 
mony at all, except to the genuineneſs of 
the paſſage in Cyprian. Fulgentius fairly 
confeſſes (or if you will, eus, declares, pro- 
' feſſes) that he became acquainted with this 
verſe ſolely by the means of Cyprian, and 
that he had not ſeen it himſelf in the copies 
of the N. T. Elſe what does he mean to 
prove by his appeal to Cyprian ? That this 
verſe was genuine? But if it already exiſted 
in all the copies, if it were acknowledged. 
both by orthodox and Arians, where was the 
uſe or ſenſe of ſtrengthening this general 
| n by the Jolitary evidence of Cyprian ?. 
| Clarke, 


L 


Clarke, “ quoting Juſtin for a paſſage, which 
J ſhall hereafter mention, adds, that ne. 
doubt Juſtin found it in the old Greek tranſ- 


lation. Is it not clear from this appeal ta 


Juſtin's authority, that the paſſage is not in 
the preſent copies of the Greek tranſlation > 


Would Fulgentius have ſaid, De Paire et 
ſeipſo et Spiritu Sancto igſtatur ipſe Filius dicens, 
Ite, docete, &c. (Matth. XXVIII. 19.) Su 


etiam beatiſſimus martyr Cyprianus confitetur, &c. 
Certainly never; or if he had ſaid it; he 


would weaken a part of the evidence which 


we now have for the authenticity of that 


text. But Fulgentius being aware of an 
objection that the verſe was not then extant 
in St. John's Epiſtle, ſhields himſelf under 
the authority of Cyprian, and quotes the 
paſſage for genuine Scripture, upon this 
maxim, (which Facundus alſo adopts, though 
he applies it in a different way) that Cyprian 
was infallible. Nor was he ſingular in this 
maxim, but agreed with the general opinion 


ne prevailed after Cyprian's N 


* Reply to Waterland, p. 135. 
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For, as Moſheim“ well obſerves, Cyprian's 
reputation was ſo enhanced by his fortitude 
in ſuffering a violent death, that he became 
the common maſter and oracle of the church. 
The merits of the martyr threw a ſhade over 
the defects of the author, and the veneration 
that ought to have been confined to his piety, 
was extended to his writings. It was there- 
fore no wonder that Fulgentius ſhould ac- 
cept a reading which he ſuppoſed to be Cy- 
prian's reading of a paſſage in Scripture 3 or 
that Facundus ſhould accept an interpreta- 
tion which he ſuppoſed to be Cyprian's in- 
terpretation of Scripture, In either caſe they 
| were ſure of vanquiſhing their enemies by 
1 an authority which it was deemed blaſphemy 
to reſiſt. | 
I think it moſt probable, that Cyprian in 
| theſe quotations, followed, as he thought, 
the authority of Tertullian. Finding the 


- ® Incredibile dictu eſt, quantam per univerſum orbem 

Chriſtianum, poſt mortem pro Chriſto magno animo ex- 
ceptam, auctoritatem adeptus fit, ut communis inſtar 
magiſtri et oraculi loco habereter. De Rebus Chriſtianis 
ante Conſtantinum M. Sec. III. S XXIV. p. 597. 


phraſe, 
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phraſe, tres unum ſunt, - cloſely joined to, 
_ quomodo dictum eft, EGO ET PATER UNUMk 
sus, he took the former part of the ſen- 
tence to be a quotation from Scripture as 
well as the latter. But from what part, 
of Scripture,” would Cyprian ſay, could 
my maſter take it, except 1 John V. 8. 
J perceive his drift; he interprets the; 
ſpirit, the water and the blood, of the three 
perſons of the Trinity, and to them applies: 
the concluding words, the three are one. If 
ſuch an allegorical interpretation. once en- 
tered Cyprian's head, it would recommend 
itſelf to his approbation equally by its own 
intrinſic merit and the authority of his maſs, 
ter. I pay no compliment to De Miſſy, 
when I ſay that he had a clearer and more 
critical head than Cyprian, Yet he took. 
Bengelius's words for a quotation. from Ste- 
phens.“ Tertullian proves by ſome curious 
reaſons (de Jejun. & 10.) that Daniel's hours 
of prayer were the third, the fixth and tho 
ninth, Cyprian lays his hands upon this 
piece of news as a great prize, and turns. it 


* Letter IV, p. 99. 


to 
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to good account. The paſſage J have quoted 
above. He there not only aſſerts this as a. 
fact of Daniel, but adds his three compa- 
nions, and infers that it denoted the myſtery 
of the Trinity, which was to be revealed in 
the laſt times. I wiſh you had tranſcribed 
a little more from Fulgentius in your Ap- 
pendix. He has borrowed this argument 
from Cyprian, and I think (but F may be 
partial) ſomewhat improved it. After his 
firſt citation from Cyprian, he thus proceeds : 
For in his book on the Lord's prayer, io her 
that the Trinity is of one Deity, without any 
afference of the perfons, he relates that Daniel 
and the children were wont to pray at intervals 
of three hours ; where by the revolution of THREE 
hours, to the duty of oNE prayer, he evidently 
ſhews, that the Trinity is one God. | 
I ſhall now requeſt the reader once more 
diligently to peruſe the paſſage of Eucherius. 
above quoted. If Eucherius had found in 
any of his followers as conſtant a reader 
and zealous an admirer as Tertullian found 
in Cyprian, how natural would it be for 
ſuch a follower, upon reading this place, to 


miſtake the ſentence, Ergo pater ex qua 
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emma, flius per quem ommin, ſpiritus ſanttus, in. 


guo emma, for a formal quotation of 1 Cor. 
VIII. 6. He would infer, (and he would 
infer with as much juſtice as you and others 
have made Tertullian's words a quotation) 
that by the ficut et apeſtolus dicit, Eucherius 
meant, not to defend his on expreſſion by 
a ſimilar paſſage of Scripture, but to connect 
two ſimilar paſſages. All the difference is, 
that the ficut et, is ſtronger than. Tertullian's 
guomods. Or to draw up my argument. in 
form of an abſtract propoſition : if an author 
Rates his own doctrine in language reſem- 
bling ſome words of Scripture, and illuſtrates 
it by a Scriptural quotation, it is probable 
that ſome credulous reader will take the 
author's own words for his reading of that 


part of Scripture to which they bear a re- 


Jſemblance.. 

Gregory Nazianzen's father left behind 
him - ſome-: diſcourſes on the Trinity. In 
one of theſe, after proving his theſis from 
ſeveral denn he proceeded in theſe words : 
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ali. (Rom. XI. 36.) Gregory on the 
peruſal of this paſſage, turned over his New 
Teſtament, and at laſt found in x Cor. VIII. 6. 
this ſentence; To us there is one God the Fa- 
ther, from whem are all things —and one Lord 
Feſus Chriſt, by whom are all things. He 
therefore judiciouſly concluded, that his fa- 
ther read the whole verſe thus: To us there 
i one God the Father, from whom are all things, 
and ave from him; and one Lord Feſus Chrift, 
by whom are all things, and «ve by him; AN 
ONE Hory SPIRIT, IN WHOM ARE ALL 
THINGS, AND WE IN HIM. With this opi- 
nion, could he forget to employ his new- 
Found text in his diſputes with the heretics. 
Etther his reverence for his father's memory, 
or the ſingular fitneſs of the paſſage for his 
purpoſe, would alone be a ſufficient motive; 
united, they were irreſiſtible, In his thirty- 
ninth oration, therefore, p. 630. C. he quotes 
the verſe with this addition, compares it 
with Rom. XI. 36. and argues from it as if 


* 


* I have adopted the . of the Vulgate for an 
obvious reaſon. 


both 
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both heretics and orthodox allowed it to be 
genuine. His commentator, Nicetas, T. II. 
Orat. XXXIX. p. 1026. B. XLIV. p. 1249. 
A. twice follows this reading, and urges it 
againſt the Arians, adding in the latter place, 
Neue enim aliogui Trinitas fuerit, niſi Spiritus 

guogue connumeretur; which, as Mr. Matthæi * 
rightly remarks, is an unwary confeſſion of 


fraud. Three MSS. Scholiaſts agree in the 


ſame reading, and one has the impudence to 
affirm that it was eraſed by Arius. E'Zeanpby 
Tags Tov A gsi (read eznniply.) From 
Gregory it paſſed to John Damaſcenus, who 
quotes it ſeveral times, to Euthymius Ziga- 
benus, and to Emanuel Calecas. + From 
Gregory or John Damaſcenus (for both, I 
believe, were early tranſlated into Slavonic) 
it crept into the Slavonian verſion, and is in 
the MSS. and farſt editions, but omitted in 
the latter. | 

J acknowledge that I have mixed a little 
romance with the beginning of this ſtory, 


Animadverſ. ad 1 Cor, VIII. 6. p. 204-210. 
+ De Principiis Fidei, c. 3. p. 21 f. ed. Coteler. whom 
Mr. Matthæi ſeems to have overlooked. 


But 
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But'T was willing for once to imitate your 
way of ſetting down your own fancies for 
poſitive. facts. The intelligent reader will 
however ſee that I have ſuppoſed nothing 
but what 1s probable. I take Gregory to 
Have been deceived by finding in ſome emi- 
nent Greek Father a ſentence ſimilar to that 
* which I have quoted from Eucherius My 
Hypotheſis too is very charitable; for I was 
willing to bring off my favourite Gregory 
with the leaſt poſſible loſs of honour. I have 
pointed out the real ſource of the miſtake, 
though I cannot trace its progreſs, nor diſ- 
cover through what channels it flowed into 
Gregory's oration. 

If an admirer of Gregory, writing upon 
the deity of the Holy Spirit, uſed theſe 
words: The bleſſed Apoſtle Paul teſtifies, 
that 10 us there is one Holy Spirit, in whom are 
all things, which alſo the moſt pious biſhop 
Gregory the divine declares (confizetur) in his 
oration of the holy lights, where, to demon» 
ſtrate the Trinity, he has brought the fol- 
lowing proofs directly from Scripture :. To 
Us THERE 1s ONE Gor Tarr Farntr, &c. 


| Wow the FROM WHOM * BY WHOM and 1 
WHOM. 
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wo do not ſeparate the natures—as is clear, 
if we attentroely read in the ſame Apoſile, FROM 
| HIM AND BY HIM AND IN HIM ARE ALL 
' THINGS, &c.“ would not he confeſs, that he 
was indebted for the knowledge of this text 
to Gregory Nazianzen, and to him only ? 
The plain Englith of ſuch an appeal would 
be, This ſentence 1s wanting in our preſent 
copies, but Gregory, whole fidelity and ac- 
curacy cannot be queſtioned, had it in his 
MS. as appears from his quoting 88 
gentius's teſtimony amounts to no more than 
this, The verſe is not now indeed in the epiſ- 
tle, but it was there in Cyprian's days, for he 
quotes it, and to ſuſpect him either of fraud 
or miſtake would be the height of impiety. 
The implicit faith with which the Latin 
writers copy their predeceſſors often dimi- 
niſhes and ſometimes deſtroys the value of 
their teſtimony. Thus a gloſs crept early 
into ſome copies of John III. 6. Et quoniam 
Deus Spiritus eft, de Deo natus eff. I believe 
Tertullian to be the author of this gloſs, 
who ſometimes blends the words of {cripture 
with his own, ſo that it requires much {k1ll 
and pains to make the ſeparation. From 
7 him 
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him it quickly ſpread through all the Latin 
' churches, Ceu flamma per i&das, vel Eurus 
Per Siculas equitavit undas. It would be idle 


to recount all the writers who quote this for 


ſcripture ;. but ſome, not content with affert- 
ing it to be genuine, charge the Arians with 
having corrupted the copies that omitted it. 
Hear the holy Ambroſe : © This place you 
Arians ſo expreſsly teſtify to be written of the 
Spirit, that you eraſe it from your books. 
And I wiſh you eraſed it only from your 
ewn, and not from the public books of the 
church.” Obſerve the candour and judg- 
ment of this Saint.. He acknowledges that 
a paſſage is wanting in almoſt all the MSS. 
and founds his accuſation of the Arians upon 
the very circumſtance that ought to have 
_ acquitted them. The ſame calumny is re- 
peated by Bede, Fulbert and Hincmar, who 
follow in the chaſe, not like hounds that hunt, but 
like thoſe that fill up the cry. I muſt not for- 
get to add, that Grabe“ defends the genuine- 


Not. ad Bulli Defenſ. Fid.. Nic. p. 139. Grabius 
vir bonus nec indoctus fuit et in ſeriptis Patrum apprime 
ver ſatus : criticus non fuit, neque eſſe potuit, ut pote neque 


ingenio neque judicio——ſatis ad eam rem inſiructus. 


'TriRLBy Dedicat. to Juſtin Martyr, 


neſs 


* l 1 
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neſs of this Interpobitidt, and very properly 
in company with 1 John V. 7. 

The heifer bath calved and hath not catved. 
Pray, Sir, in what part of ſcripture.may this 
paflage be found? It is quoted by at leaſt 
four of the Fathers. Tertullian“ ſays, 
«© We read in Ezechiel.“ Clemens Alexan- 
drinus + fays ſimply, * in ſcripture.” Gre- 
gory Nyſſen | and Epiphanius & ſeem to 
quote it from Ifatah. There is fome differ- 
ence in the words, but they all agree in the 
application, which, I ſuppole, I need not 
mention. ; 

Juſtin Martyr tells Trypho, that the Jews 
have corrupted their ſcripture to elude the 
prophecies relating to the Meſſiah, One of 
his examples is Pſalm XCVI. 10. from 
which three words, ſays Juſtin, have been 
eraſed by the Jews, ſo that the true reading 
is, The Lord hath reigned FROM THE TREE. 
Thirlby in his note produces an hoſt of 


De Carne Chriſti, & 23. 
+ Strom. VII. p. 756. 

t In Zacacnr's Collectan. Monument. Vet. p. 303. 
$ Hzres. p. 156. 


= witneſſes 
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witneſſes for the ſame reading, to whom he 


might have added the author againſt Vari- 
madus III. 2. This reading, though maui- 
feſtly falſe and ſpurious, has crept into ſome 


Pſalters, and ſeems to have impoſed upon 


Eraſmus, who cites it without ſuſpicion in 
his colloquy intitled, Inquifitro de fide. 

Theſe interpolations, which are well 
known to the learned, I have produced 
merely to teach the ſuperficial reader not 
to place too much confidence in the cita- 
tions of the Fathers. We have ſeen how 
Nicetas, though he was ſenfible that autho- 
rity was againſt him, retains and defends 
Gregory Nazianzen's reading. We have 
ſeen how Juſtin Martyr and Ambroſe, when 
they wanted to promote a paſſage to the 
rank of ſcripture, reproached their adverſaries 
with having eraſed it. 

You ſu iP authentice literæ in Tertullian 
to ſignify the autographs of the apoſtles. 
This conſtruction you ſupport by a paſlage 
from Ignatius, which I profeſs not to un- 
derſtand, but J am ſure that it will not ad- 


mit the ſenſe you put upon it. You then 
refer 


— 
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refer us to Peter“ of Alexandria, who teſti- 
fies, it ſeems, that the original Goſpel of St. 
John was kept at Epheſus in his time. Are 
you really ignorant, Sir, that this Peter is 
an author, whoſe. age, name and credit are 
totally uncertain? And Berriman and Er- 
neſti think that authentice means no more 


than genuine, uninter polated. But I flatter 


myſelf that I can confirm your interpreta- 
tion from Tertullian himſelf, & who quotes 
the originale inſtrumentum Moyfi. Now if Ter- 
tullian had ſeen the original volume of Moſes, 
bow much more eaſily might he have ſeen 
the original epiſtle of John. Nor is it won- 
derful that the autograph of Moſes, ſhould 
laſt to Tertullian's time, when the autograph 
of Eſdras has laſted to the preſent day. 
For Montfaucon || ſaw at Bologna an He- 
brew MS. which, as appeared from a memo- 
randum in the middle of the book, was 
written by Eſdras's own proper hand. 


* PzTAv1us Uranolog. p. 397. 

+ Diſſert. on x Tim. III. 16. p. 13. 
+ Opuſc. Philolog. et Crit. p. 308. 
$ Contra Hermog. F 19. | 

| Diar. Ital. p. 400. 


T2 But 


: 
_ 


— — — - — 
P ³·¹—'—mꝛm ⅛Vg d 4 
—_— 5 - 
— — * 2 


— — > XS 
—__ — << 


— 2 8 . > — 
— — — — 23 
— 8 * — a 3 = . 4 


TY e N : 
= Ek IE. CE am ooo ore mens — ——— EAI Ir 
— 


D 


2 n < 
8 


* 
7727222 a rene. Hoa ER . ei ee. 7 2 
Lo *: * 


; : — Y — — — = 
— * 2 , 1 — — 8 . N 2 - 
. " Ss 2 — — —— 5 — ” 
3 cy G * 2 * p — — — — py 
* - 2 L2 — — * — 8 2 ow ey 3 
a — dd. A by — — — N = — — 5 2 — 8 2 DP 2 x 
2 — "IEEE : E _ . EATS — & ESTES. r RIPE <PITE _ - 4 3 - 
- pad. 1 Q r — = = Lhe CESS . — 8 - — 2 7 x — * 1 8 5 2 
r . — IS * -— 6 3 = . = 2 — AL 2 — E 
m * . - vo 2 MW. EF 3 ed * 4 « l —— * 5 
= * * £2 1 . 


5 

. 

* 

* 

: 

? 

$ 

. 

' 

* 
: 

4 

# 

. 
> 
„ 
9 

* 

oy + 
1 
4 
» 
* 
4 


N 
2 3 : * 
— NN 8 e eee. 
5 — ret IE CSS” 2 
— e 


E 


But to leave this ſolemn trifling, and re- 
turn to the queſtion, The words of Tertul- 
lian, which you have taken for a quotation 
from ſcripture, I think I have ſhewn to be 
only a deduction of his own from two texts 
John X. 30. XVI. 14. Pheœbadius copies 
Tertullian, Cyprian finding two or three 
words, which happen to follow in the ſame 
order, 1 John V. 8. immediately ſucceeded 
by a formal quotation from ſcripture, thought 
theſe words alſo to be a quotation, and em- 
ployed them without remorſe in the ſenſe, 
which, as he imagined, his maſter had af- 
fixed to them. Thus Tertullian“ proves by 
ſome ingenious arguments, that Daniel's 
three hours of prayer were the third, the 
ſixth and the ninth. Then comes Cyprian, 
takes the fact for granted, aſſerts the ſame of 
Daniel's three companions, and hence elicits 
the myſtery of the Trinity, Whoeyer could 
argue at this rate, could with equal or greater 
eaſe find the ſame doctrine in ſuch an ex- 
preſſion as ** the three are one,” though the 


De Jcjuniis, 10, 


literal 
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literal ſenſe ſeemed ever ſo foreign to his 
ſubject. | | 
Two or three centuries afterwards both 
Facundus and Fulgentius appealed to this 
paſſage of Cyprian. Neither of them could 
find a text of ſcripture, where it was ex- 
preſsly ſaid of the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt, ** theſe three are one.” Yet Cy- 
prian ſeemed to affirm it. Facundus there- 
fore ſuppoſed, that Cyprian mixed his own 
interpretation with the words of ſcripture. 
Fulgentius on the other hand, being ſome- 
what more ſanguine, ſuppoſed that he quoted 
literally the words of ſcripture. Finding 
therefore a kind of counterpart to Cyprian's 
quotation in 1 John V. 8. he would naturally 
conclude that the three heavenly witneſſes 
were diſtinctly mentioned in Cyprian's copy, 
but had afterwards vaniſhed, either by the 


malice of the Arians, or the negligence of the 
ſcribes, confounding the homwuoteleuta. If 


you think, Sir, that it derogates from the 
honour of Cyprian or Fulgentius to inſinuate 


that they could in matters of ſuch impor- 


tance, blindly follow their leaders, you 
ought to recollect that I paſs no harſher cen- 
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ſure upon them than TI have paſſed upon you 
with reſpect to Martin, a cenſure, whoſe juſ- 
tice you cannot help feeling in your mind, 
whether you chuſe to confels it or not. 


ire 


1. I have perhaps been much more diffuſe 
upon this article than was neceſſary. But 
I remember, that when I was a novice in 
this controverſy, I was very angry with the 
oppolers of the heavenly witneſſes for their 
obſtinacy in denying Cyprian's words to be 
a literal quotation. My reaſons for the opi- 
nion which gave birth to my indignation 
were chiefly two. 1. My eſteem for the 
learning, good ſenſe and fidelity of the fa- 
thers, which would not ſuffer me to believe, 
that they would quote negligently or inter- 
pret abſurdly, 2. My reliance on the can- 
dour of the diſputants in ſtating the adver- | 
ſary's arguments, But experience has in- 
ſtructed me to entertain more moderate and 


qualified ſentiments of both parties, 
| i 2. Mr. 


| afs | 


2, Mr. Travis has taken particular care 
not to let the reader know, that the paſſage 
10 triumphantly urged, as a direct quotation 

of 1 John V. 7. is cited at length by Facun- 
dus, and expreſsly declared by him to be an 
interpretation of 1 John V. 8. But from 
Mr. Travis's repreſentation of the matter, 
you would believe that Facundus refers in 
general terms to Cyprian, without ſpecifying 
the exact place. i | 

3- Scipio Maffei * aſſerts that F 0 
alludes to the ſeventh verſe. But becauſe 
he makes in the ſame page ſeveral other 
aſſertions totally ungrounded, (ſuch as that 
the verſe is in Aldus's edition, that Mill 
allows it to be extant in other Greek MSS. 
not leſs ancient than the Alexandrian, &c.) 
I ſhall conclude that in this inſtance, as well 
as the others, he aflerted what he wiſhed 
rather than what he knew. 
| 4. I have written de Unizate in Facundus, 

and thus diſabled an objection which might 
otherwiſe be made, that Facundus cannot be 


* Opuſcoli Eecleſaſtc p. 174. publiſhed with his 
Iſtoria Teologica, 


ſafely 


I a } 
ſafely truſted, becauſe he refers to Cyprian's 
treatiſe by a wrong title, de Trinitate. But 
learned men have long fince conjectured, de 
Unitate, which might indeed have been ad- 


mitted into. the text, though it were not 
confirmed by the Verona MS. in Maffei, 
P; 145. 55 

5. Mr. Travis has read Tertullian ſo dili- 
gently and underſtands him ſo well, that he 
denies, p. 233—235. Tertullian to have been 
a Montaniſt, when he wrote his treatiſe 
againſt Praxeas. A proper man this to con- 

fute Newton ! 


LETTER 
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LETTRE I 
STR, 


AUGUSTINE and Jerome you have 
thought fit to number in your own party. 
Thus like an experienced officer, by a falſe muſter- 
roll of authorities, you gain the pay and credit of 
forces you cannot produce, * Let us therefore 
examine your claim to theſe teſtimonies, 
Auguſtine ſays of the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, ** They are one,” * Theſe three 
are one,” which words, according. to you, 
beſpeak their derivation from this verſe too 
clearly to require any comment. They 
would have been too clear to require any, if 
you had firſt quoted the paſſage from his 
treatiſe againſt Maximin, where he explains 


* MipDLEToN, Farther Remarks on Bentley, vol. III. 
p. 456. | 


rhe 
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the ſpirit, the water, and the blood, into an 
allegory ſignifying the three perſons of the 
Trinity. If we examine,” fays he, how 
this paſſage ought to be interpreted, it will 
not be abſurd to expound it of the Trinity, 
of which it may be truly ſaid, There are 
three that bear witneſs,” and, the three 
are one.“ If you had firſt produced this 
ſentence, the reader would have ſeen, that 
when Auguſtine elſewhere ſays of the Tri- 
nity, ** Theſe three are one,” even allow- 
ing that the phraſe is borrowed from ſcrip- 
ture, it is only his own expoſition of the 
eighth verſe. Could Auguſtine, writing 
upon the Trinity, and quoting the very next 
verſe to the ſeventh, be ignorant of it, if it 
were then commonly known, or refrain from 
uſing it in ſome part or other of his treatiſe ? 
You will not object that Auguſtine might 
think the word unum ſignified unity of con- 
ſent, not of eſſence, 1, becauſe you affirm 
that he has twice quoted the ſeventh verſe to 
prove the unity of eſſence, and, 2. becauſe, 
to defend his own abſurd hypotheſis, that 
unum is always meant of eſſence, he explains 
away the eighth verſe into an allegory, 


* 


But 
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But in truth, Sir, this way of quoting 
e e is a mockery of reaſon, We aſk 
for a paſſage, where Auguſtine has formally 
appealed to ſcripture for the three heavenly 
witnefles. You-produce a ſentence, in which 


Auguſtine ſays of the Father, Son and Holy 


99 


Ghoſt, ** theſe three are one, in his own 
words, without any reference to ſcripture, or 
mark of a quotation. In the mean time you 
cautiouſly. keep back the argument from 
Auguſtine's, allegory, and bring ſcraps of 
quotations that can only amuſe the molt ig- 
norant readers. Bengelius is much more 
conſiſtent. He thinks, that the verſe was 
withdrawn from the public copies by the 
Diſciplina Arcani. Allow him his premiſes; 
and his concluſions will eaſily follow; 1. that 
no argument can be drawn from the ſilence 
of the ancient writers; and, 2. that in theſe 
ſhort ſentences they might covertly allude to 
the diſputed text. I ſhall only obſerve, that: 


if we ſuppoſe the firſt Chriſtians to have 


treated the ſcriptures in this manner, we at 
once deſtroy the certainty and authority of 
our preſent canon. But whoever ſuppoſes, 
as I think, every defender of the text ought 

| "<4 MS 


has. 


— 
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to ſuppoſe, that it was extant and publickly 
known from the beginning, cannot, with 
the ſmalleſt appearance of reaſon, pretend 
that it ought not to be formally and directly 
cited in almoſt every treatiſe on the Trinity. 
Indeed the argument from Auguſtine's 
allegory is fo plain and ſtrong, that Beza 
fairly fays, Non legit Auguftinus ; Bengelius 
avoids it by the Diſciplina Arcani ; and Mar- 
tin himſelf ſiuks under the weight of the 
objection, and only not yields the point in his 
diſſertation. In his Examen he makes a faint 
defence, but when Emlyn replied, he quitted 
the untenable poſt. And it is ſelf-evident, 
that no man who had before him a clear paſ- 
fage for the doctrine of the Trinity, a paſſage 
where the three perſons are diſtinctly named, 
would quote the adjacent ſentence, and ex- 
plain it myſtically of the ſame doctrine, un- 
lefs he were determined to turn the ſcripture 
into needleſs tautology, and weaken the 
force of his own reaſoning. | 
„ Jerome s teſtament this verſe is 
read without any doubt of its authenticity.“ 
Without any doubt of its authenticity! You 
inform us elſewhere that all the preſent La- 
| | tn 
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tin MSS. are copies of Jerome's verſion. But 
many of the oldeſt of theſe MSS. totally 
omit the heavenly witneſſes, and many re- 
tain them in a ſuſpicious manner. I have 
faid enough upon this ſubje& in my fixth 
letter, and ſhall not repeat it here. The 
queſtion is, which of theſe copies preſerves 
the genuine reading, and therefore, when you 
fay, that the verſe is read in Jerome's teſta- 
ment, you aflume the very thing which you 
ought to prove. But to help out this lame 
argument you produce two quotations. 'Fhe 
firſt is, In efſence therefore they are one. Itaque 
fubRantia unum ſunt. You tranſlate it, THESE 
[three] AnE ONE. Why add, theſe without 
warrant from your original? Or why add 
three, though, I own, you diſtinguiſh it from 
the words of your author? Is it neceſſary to 
the ſenſe? Or muſt the words anum fun, 
whenever and wherever they are applicd ta the 
Trinity, be always meant for a direct quota- 
tion of 1 John V. 7? You are then blamea- 
bly negligent in not increaſing your orthodox 
witnefles with Marius Victorinus, whom 
you might have found quoted by Bengelius 
in the fame paragraph with Marcus Cele- 

denfis. 
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denſis. The ſecond feſtimony of Jerome 


you produce from his explanation of faith to 
Cyrillus: To us there is one Father, one Son— 
and one Holy Ghojt—and theſe three are one. 
But after reading a page, we find, that the 
quotation of which you here make a preſent 
to Jerome, belongs to Marcus Celedenſis. 
Whether it belongs to him, I know not. 


It is only a conjecture of the learned from 
an epiſtle of Jerome's to Mareus Celedenfis, 


in which he uſes theſe words: De fide, quam 


dignatus es ſcribere ſantto Cyrillo, dedi conſcriptam 
idem. Hence you argue, p. 168, that Jerome 
approved of Marcus's creed, and wrote ano- 


ther of his own. Let it be ſuppoſed, to 
fave trouble, that Marcus is the real author 
of this creed, and that Jerome intends the 
fame. How could Jerome ſuſpect, that theſe 
words were meant for a quotation of ſcrip- 
ture, without his friend's dropping the leaſt 
hint of it? Marcus Celedenſis only explains 
his own doctrine ; which he does not pro- 


feſs to do in the words of ſcripture, Be- 


ſides your argument takes for granted that 


Jerome examined all the quotations with 
ſcrupulous minuteneſs; a taſk to which, 1 


believe, 
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believe, yery few friends or readers ſubmit.: 
But when Jerome came to this paſſage,” 
which bears no mark of a quotation, he muſt 
have been the prince of conjurers to have 
divined his correſpondent's intention. In 
ſhort, Sir, the creed addrefled to Damaſus is 
univerſally acknowledged not to be Jerome's, 
and if it were his, our verſe is not quoted in 
it. The creed aſcribed to Marcus Celedenſis 
does not refer to the verſe, and, if it did. 
would ſignify nothing in the diſpute about 
Jerome. However you are perfectly con- 
ſiſtent in defending a ſpurious reading by 
ſpurious authorities: 

But the weightieſt evidence remains, the 
Prologue to the Canonical Epiſtles. | At the 
requeſt or command of Pope Damaſus, Je- 
rome reviſed the Latin tranſlation, and cor- 
rected it upon the faith of the Greek MSS. 
Did he therefore replace the three heavenly 
witneſſes at this reviſion or not? If he did, 
why did he not then write his preface to in- 
form the world of his recovered reading ? 
But after Damaſus was dead, Euſtochium, 
it ſeems, a young lady, at once devout, hand- 
ſome, and learned, requeſts him once more 
U to 


we 3 ; 


( ant 
to reviſe the Catholic Epiſtles and correct 


them from the Greek. Jerome under- 
takes the taſk, and having completed it, ad- 


vertiſes her iu this prologue, that other in- 
accurate tranſlators had omitted the teſtimony 


of the three heavenly witnefles, the ſtrongeſt 
proof of the Catholic faith. Such a ſtory 


as this carries its own condemnation upon its 
forehead. ' It has therefore been given up by 
moſt of the defenders of the verſe; by Mill, 


by Abbe Roger, by Maffei, Vallarſius, Vitali, 


Twells, Bengelius. But you tell us, with 
that extent of information for which your 
work 1s notorious, that “ the moſt diſturbed 


imagination did not harbour any fuch chime- | 
ras (as that the prologue was not genuine) 


till the times of Martianay and Simon.” 
You are miſtaken, Sir. Sandius ® had alrea- 


dy declared the prologue to be ſpurious in 


the year 1670. We are left alſo to imagine 
from the manner in which you couple Mar- 
tianay and Simon, that they were both 
ſtanch oppoſers of the verſe. Whereas Mar- 
tianay is a ſtanch defender of it and a furioas 


* Append, Interpretat, Paradox, p. 38. 
| an tagoniſt 


E 
antagoniſt of Simon. He endeavours to diſ- 
able ſome of Simon's arguments againſt this 
very prologue, accuſes him almoſt of forgery 
in quoting a MS. and of hereſy for attacking 
the genuineneſs of 1 John V. 7. Nothing, 
therefore, but the force of truth conld make 
ſuch a critic agree with his adverſary in his 
main propoſition. I muſt add that Kettner, 
who in his Diſſertation “ upon 1 John V. 7. 
and his New Vindication * had contended 
that the prologue was Jerome's, in a third 
book called the Hiſtory of the text in John, “ 
candidly acknowledges it to be ſpurious. 

That this judgment is as true as it was 
impartial, will appear from many conſidera- 
tions. Firſt a great majority of MSS. omits 
Jerome's name. You anſwer, that other pre- 
faces, confefledly Jerome's, want his name 
in MSS. I deſire you to point out a preface 
to any book of the Old Teſtament, where 
half as many MSS omit Jerome's name. 
Thirty- four of the MSS. that I collated pre- 
fix no name; fix GT the aun; one 


44 


Ir . Lipf, 1660 p. Bann It. Delitii 1702. p. n. 
III. Francf. et Lipſ. 1713. p. 134— 136. 145. 172. 
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had loſt the leaf; of two I have made no 
memorandum ; in ſhort I have only ſet down 
eight which at once retained the prologue. 
and attributed it to Jerome. But Jerome 
was ſo popular, every thing that bore his 
name 1 eagerly ſought, and ſo fre- 
quently tranſcribed, that if this prologue had 
been generally known or thought to be his, the 
correCtors at leaſt would more generally have 
reſtored his name, and would conſtantly have 
ſecured the infertion of the prologue in their 
books. But by being often abſent, and often 
anonymous, it betrays marks of a late birth 
and diſhonourable extraction. It is the hard 
fate of celebrated authors to have a quantity 
of traſh fathered upon them, ſometimes by 
defign, and ſometimes by miſtake. Nobody 
has been more freely treated in this way than 
Jerome. And if this has ſo often happened, 
ſince the invention of printing, how often 
muſt it have happened before that æra * 

In ſome MSS. the preface is added; 
yet the heavenly witnefles omitted, But 
this you and Martin eaſily folve by laying 
the blame upon the negligence of tranſcribers. 
No, Sir, it was not the negligence of the 
6 5 tranſcribers, 
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tranſcribers, but the negligence or forgetful- 
| neſs of the collators, that was the cauſe of 
this diſagreement. 'The prologue was tran- 
ſcribed from a younger MS. the text of the 
Epiſtles from an older; written either be- 
fore the Prologue was compoſed, or at leaſt 
before it forced itſelf into a general notice. 


Some of the MSS. call the Epiſtles Cano- 


nical in the title, and all in the Prologue, 
whereas Jerome would have called them 
Cathokc. Here you tell us that Jerome has 
called them Canonical in other parts of his 
works, and ſend us for ſatisfaction to his ca- 
talogue of eccleſiaſtical writers. You ought 


to be told, Sir, that when correct editions 


are publiſhed on the faith of MSS. no critic 
is allowed to argue from the old and corrupt 
readings. The editions publiſhed by Mar- 


tianay at Paris, and Vallarſius at Verona, 


both read Catholicæ in the three places of the 
catalogue, and produce no various reading 
from their MSS. I have collated ten MSS. 
one in the Bodleian and nine in the Muſeum. 


Two of the thirteenth and one of the fif- 


teenth century have canonicæ without varia- 
tion; a fourth of the fifteenth century has 
_ Vin canonica 


a Io eur es Ea PEE, ee rl ao et Os — 22 


2 
———— DES 


* 
; * 
£1 
* 
17 
17 
K 
H. 
* 
5 
7 
d 
i- 

' 

i; 
4. 
o M 
13 

4 $30 
F 
2 
152 
1 

. 
Tt 
} 
; 
U 
+ 
3 
£4 
"Rh 
1 i, 
1 
1 * 
'Y 
1H 
» 
1 * 
. 
TY 
3 
„ 
> 
* 
t 
i 
. 
Bey 
94 
6: 
oy 
ix] 
"IM 
05 
Ll 
* 
7 
We 
1 
5 1 
U 
big 
v4. 
Ih 
U 
zi 
E 
* 
9 
* 
7 
* 
» 
LY 
pet 
N 
177 
4 To 
BY 
5200p 
4 N 
\ _ 
v1 5 
Ks 
+, 
- 
ow 
B4VY 
1 1 
. 
6” 
F 
: iy 
1 
* 
* 
4 
os 
i 
4 ri 
* 
7 
1 * 
1 
14 
: * 
Fi 
: 7 
x 
BA 
We 
: wo 
4 
: 17 * 
f 


1 
60 
16 


[ 294 J 


canonice once in the text, but catholice for a 
various reading between the lines from the 
ſame hand, and cathoiice in the text twice 
without any ſuſpicion, The remaining fix 
MSS. two of which are very ancient, (one 
at leaſt a thouſand years old, MS. Cotton. 
Calig. A. 15.) conſtantly read catholice, which 
J ſhall therefore conclude to be the true 
reading. Auguſtine, you add, calls the Epiſ- 
tles canonical. His partiality to the Latin 
_ uſage touches not Jerome, who prided himſelf 
too much upon his Greek to ſuffer ſuch an in- 
novation. Auguſtine quotes “ the Apoſtle 
Jude in his canonical epiſtle.” How would 
you haye exulted, if you had known'that Je- 
rome himſelf in his commentary on Iſaiah 
LXV. T. III. p. 484. calls the ſecond-epiſtle 
of Peter canonical. And to crown the whole, 
all the MSS. as Martianay teſtifies, and two 
in the Badleian, as I teſtify, concur: in this 
reading. Martianay 1s afraid that this uni- 
form conſent of the MSS. ſomewhat weakens 
the foregoing argument. But he might 
have been of good: cheer; for there is no 
reſemblance between the two caſes. The 
name canonical applied to ſeven Epiſtles, four 


of 
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of which were leſs generally received for 
canonical than moſt of St. Paul's, is the per- 
fection of abſurdity. But it is applied with 
propriety to a fingle epiſtle of the ſeven, 
whether doubted, or undoubted. For in- 
ſtance, Jerome quoting the ſecond epiſtle of 
Peter, which many churches rejected, by 
this epithet faxes upon it the ſeal of his own 
opinion and authority. For the ſame reaſon 
Auguſtine calls the epiſtle of Jude canonical ; 
as if he had ſaid; I know that this epiſtle 
is rejected by ſome, but in my opinion it is 
the genuine compoſition of the Apoſtle, If 
on the other hand a writer rejecting the ſe- 
cond epiſtle of Peter, the ſecond and third 
of John, &c, had occaſion to quote any of 
the other three, he might juſtly ſay, St. 
Peter writes in his canonical epiſtle,” thus 
diſtinguiſhing the true from the counterfeit 
money. This, if I miſtake not, was the 
true reaſon why the Catholic epiſtles by de- 
grees gained the title of canomcal, For when 
the later writers ſaw their predeceſſors ſe- 
parately call the Epiſtles canonical, they with 
great judgment, gave them the ſame epithet 
in the lump, Our argument, Sir, is, not 
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that Jerome never calls a ſingle epiſtle ca- 
nonical, for that he might have done by any 
of St. Paul's, if it had pleaſed him, but 
that he calls the whole, ſeven Catholic in his 
genuine works, while the Prologue calls 
them canonical. 

The fame of Jerome was ſo far extended, 
and his authority ſo great, that if a Pro- 
logue of his compoſition, containing ſuch 
important information, had been conſtantly 
known and read from the beginning of the 
fifth century, it muſt have been quoted by 
ſome of the intermediate writers between 
the fifth and the ninth, a ſpace of time in 
which Jerome's verſion triumphed over all 
preceding tranſlations. If this Prologue had 
been univerſally acknowledged for Jerome's, 


how could. Bede overlook it? Bede's ſilence 


both with reſpect to the diſputed verſe and 
the Prologue is a complete proof that he knew 
nothing of the Prologue, and a probable ar- 
gument that it was not even extant in his 


life. The only appeals to it are made by 


Malafrid Strabus in the ninth, and the Sor- 
bonne Correctorium in the tenth, century. 


This. laſt author ſeems to have been over- 


1457 | burthened 
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burthened with judgment, for he ſays; 
« Here ſome of the Greek MSS. are cors 
„ rupted, as St. Jerome obſerves.”. We 


may therefore ſuppoſe, that the Prologue 


was written in ſome part of the time be- 
tween Bede's death and the-ninth century. : 


But if there were no other objection to 


this Prologue, the ſtyle alone would deter- 
mine it not to be Jerome's. Whatever be 


his ſubject, his language is always ſpirited and 


perſpicuous; while the Prologue is written 
in 2 barbarous and uncouth jargon. To 
make it the more barbarous, you have fol- 
lowed thoſe editions (Append. p. 6, 13.) 
which read, quod ſunt for ut fint, and tranſlate» 
ribus ponentes. But I ſhall paſs by theſe ex- 


preſſions, though, if they were genuine, 


they would clear Jerome from all ſuſpicion. 
Next, let us conſider the reaſoning and 


connection. As we formerly corrected the 


„ Evangeliſts to the line of truth, /o we 
* have by God's aſſiſtance reſtored theſe 
«© ſepiſtles] to their proper order.” The 
real Jerame- could never have indulged him- 
ſelf in fo filly a parallel, when he might 
have ſaid, and ought to have ſaid, a et hat, 
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Deo juvante, Grace fidet reddidimus. This 
would have been a proper ſubje& for his 
joy and piety, inſtead of childiſhly com- 
mending himſelf for ſuch a trifle as reſtoring 


the order of the epiſtles. It. is alſo obſerv- 
able, that though the main drift of the au- 
thor was to give currency to his favourite 
verſe of the three heavenly witneſſes, he is 
afraid to affirm directly that it was in the 
Greek MSS. and only inſinuates that falſe- 
hood in cautious and perplexed language: 
„% Which epiſtles, if they were faithfully % 
turned into Latin, as they are arranged by 
„ them“ (the Apoſtles, I ſuppoſe) © neither 
66 would create doubts in the readers, nor 
& would the varieties of readings impugn 
% one another; eſpecially in that place of 
& John where we read of the unity of the 
% Trinity ; in which we find the unfaithful 
5 tranſlators to have erred much from the 
« true faith; putting only three names,— 
„* and omitting the witneſs of the Father, 
e the Word and the Spirit, by which the 
5 catholic faith is chiefly ſtrengthened, and 
the one deity. of the Father, Son, and Holy 
*. Ghoſt proved.” Firſt, here is another 
| ridiculous 
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ridiculous oppoſition of / and as. If the 
& tranſlators had been as diligent in tranſ- 
“ lating the epiſtles as the apoſtles (or the 
“ Greeks, for ab iis may be referred to them) 
% have been in arranging the ſame epiſtles.“ 
Nor do I believe that Jerome would have 
uſed ſuch language as this, Negue ſermonum 
ſeſe varietates impugnarent. Beſides, the au- 
thor does not poſitively affirm that he has 
reſtored the verſe upon the authority of Greek 
MSS. but in order to poſſeſs the reader with 
that belief, envelopes his meaning in a cloud 
of words. This objection will not ſeem of 
little weight to thoſe who know that many 
perſons will inſinuate a falſhood, which they 
dare not aſſert in explicit terms, If Jerome 
himſelf had told us ſuch a piece of news as 
is hinted in the Prologue, he would have 
ſpoken out and told it plainly, whether it 
were true or falſe. If it were true, an af- 
fected obſcurity would be as needleſs, as it 
was contrary to his manner. If it were falſe, 
he would have affirmed it no leſs boldly and 
called God to witneſs no leſs ſolemnly, than 
when he atteſted the miracle of ' his being 
whipped by angels for reading prophane au- 
thors ; : 
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thors ; or when he wrote the lives of Paul * 
and Hilarion, ' which you have fo well de- 
fended. e | 
F "51 But 


„Mr. Travis ſays that Jerome wrote theſe lives,“ not 
& as poſitive facts, but to teach ſome moral cr ſpiritual 
F* duty, and to inculcate what is uſeful and good.” And 
he compares them to Pilpay and Æſop's Fables, to Ho- 
mer's two poems, and to Jotham's parable. I ſhall there- 
fore give the outlines of Jerome's life of Paul, that the 
unlearned reader may be better able to calculate the quan- 
tity of good and uſeful inſtruction contained in it. 

* Antony thought himſelf the moſt perfect monk in 
& the world, till he was told in a viſion, that there was 
e one much more perfect than he, and that he muſt ſet 
« out on a viſit to the prince of anchorets. Antony 
< departed on this errand, and in his journey through the 
« deſert ſaw a centaur. Jerome modeſtly doubts whe- 
<< ther it was the natural produce of the ſoil, fruitful in 
* monſters, or whether the devil aſſumed this ſhape to 
te fright the holy man. Some time after he ſaw a Satyr, 
* with an horned forehead and goats feet, who preſented 
et him with ſome dates as hoſtages of peace, and confeſſed 
that he was one of the falſe deities, whom the deluded: 
< Gentiles worſhipped. At laſt Antony, quite weary 
* and exhauſted, found Paul, and, while they were diſ- 
courſing together, who ſhould appear on a ſuddefi; but 
& a raven with a loaf, which he laid down in their fight. 
* Every day, ſaid Paul to Antony, I receive half a loaf, 

| but 


3 - 
But if Jerome had told us, that his Greek 


MSS. contained the three heavenly witneſſes, 


he would have told a notorious fal hood. 


5e but on your arrival Chriſt 0 given his ſoldiers doug 
< ble proviſion. He alſo told Antony, that he himſelf 
« ſhould ſhortly die; he therefore deſired to be buried in 
<« the ſame cloak that Antony received from Athanaſius. 
Antony ſet out full ſpeed to fetch the cloak, but Paul 
«© was dead before his return. Here was a freſh diſtreſs ; 
« Antony could find no ſpade or pickax to dig a grave. 
<« But while he was in this perplexity, two lions ap- 
te proached with ſo piteous a roaring, that he perceived 
« they were lamenting the deceaſed after their unpoliſned 
4 faſhion. They then began to ſcratch the earth with 
te their feet, till they had hollowed a place big enough to 
« contain a ſingle body. After Antony had buried his 
« friend's carcaſe | in this hole, the two lions came to him, 
* and by their ſigns and fawning aſked his bleſſing, which 
< he kindly gave them, and EY departed in 5 good 
« humour. 

Something of the 1 nature happened to St. Daph- 
nis, as we learn from thoſe Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtorians who 
inculcate what is uſeful and good. Theocritus, I. 71. 
IO x ux des AEN EKAAYEE da,, and Virgil, V. 27. 


Dapbni, tuum Panos etiam INGEMUISSE LEONES 
Interitum moniteſque foros filvaſque loquuntur. 
All the inference that I wiſh to draw from this long 
note, is that Mr. Travis has not read Jerome's lives of 
the Saints which he has ſo manfully defended. _ | 
5 | That 
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That all the Greeks before his time and all 
for many ages after it, ſhould know nothing 
of this text, or entirely neglect it; that all 
the v//ble Greek MSS. which have ſurvived 
to the preſent day, ſhould omit it; and yet 
that Jerome found a cluſter of Greek MSS. 
all of which retained it, this, according to the 
common courſe of things, is incredible and 
impoffible. What a ſtrange revolution, as 
Eraſmus juſtly obſerves, that in Jerome's 
time the Latin copies ſhould be defective 
and the Greek perfect, when at preſent the 
Latin have repaired their loſs, and the Greek 
are become defective. You object, that the 
expreſſion mfideles tranſlatores does not mean 
the generality of tranſlators. When an ex- 
preſſion of this kind is uſed without limi- 
tation, an author who wiſhes to be under- 
ſtood, as the real Jerome would with, muſt 
be underſtood to mean it generally. If only 
a few tranſlators were guilty, why does he 
not reſtrain his meaning, by ſuch words, 
as paucis, quibuſdam, &c.? I agree with you, 
that nfideles ſignifies no more than inaccurate. 
But if Jerome had attributed ſuch an omiſfion 
to the interpreters, he would not have diſmiſ- 

fed 


XX 


ſed them with ſo gentle a reprimand. The” 


ſofteſt ' names that he could find for them, 
would then be, mid-day devils, mad dog's, blaſ- 
phemous heretics, two-footed' aſſes, &c. If he 
thought it merely an error, I have ſo good an 
opinion of his critical abilities, as to believe 
that he would have accuſed the unſkilful 


ſcribes, and not the unfaithful tranftators. 


And if only a few of the Latin copies were 
faulty, it was idle to ſingle out this place as 
a ſpecimen of the ſuperior correctneſs of his 
own edition. In fact it is apparent that, 
whenever this Prologue was written, moſt of 
the Latin copies wanted 1 John V. 7. and 
that it was written for the expreſs purpoſe 
of providing a remedy for this defect. I 
ſhall here take notice of a circumſtance 
which I forgot to mention in its place. The 
Greek-Engliſh editor of the N. T. in 1729 
appealed to an ancient Correctorium, which 
afferts, that this verſe was wanting in 
the old Latin MSS. Upon which Twells 
ſays, We call upon him to ſhew'where,” 


&c. intimating that the editor was a liar. 
However it happens that ſuch a Correctorium 


did exiſt, and was collated by Lucas Bru- 
genſis. 


2 OE SIT Lit not c 
— 5 — 32 Ar 3 - >. bY 
. 3 Sc c er ==. 3 
- 
— — > b — 
= $3: = oz WH ir SETS 
EIS — SE 


= 
— 2 — _— — * —̃ = = — I — 2 — — — — — = — _ - 
.. — ä — RENE ER non 

— ä — 2 AL 8 KEE xz WEI. r 2 n Wn." + = 2 2 * me ec > ” 5 ES 


_q__=-=——xX qa. 


. 
= 


6 "4 
N h. 
11 
1 
0 * 1 
1 
of 1 
18 : 
0 Lt! 
" + 
15 n 
of 1 X 
: 8 5 
TT; ;F 
* 1.1 
7 37 
8 h 
5 wi 
#7 E 
4*: 
' fl 
3 
PF; £1 
i T 
405 
"= q 4 
4 "3a 
14 
oth - 


of 
1 11. 
Iv! 177 
. A. 

* 
2 18" 
5 ; 


34 } 


'penfis. He call its author Epanorthotes, 
and highly extols his diligence and fidelity. 
And his note upon 1 John V. 7. is no bad 
example of thoſe qualities. Epanorthotes deęſſe 
hac eadem Græcis libris et antiquis Latinis notat. 
Who can deny that by the indefinite phraſe, 
Graces libris, muſt be meant all ihe Greek 
MSS? Since therefore in the time of Epa- 
northotes, all the Greek and the older Latin 
MSS. omitted the three heavenly witnefles ; 
ſince by conſequence his MSS. exactly agreed 
with thoſe which have been afterwards col- 
lated by different editors, at different times 
and places, this coincidence not only proves 
| His good faith and accuracy, but the ſuperior | 
excellence of his Latin MSS. You tell us, 
and with great truth, I believe, that all Je- 
rome's MSS. are loſt. But how happens it, 
that they differed ſo widely from all others? 
Jerome's good fortune in getting a band of 
theſe MSS. into his poſſeſſion, is exactlß 
parallel with Stephens's in finding a large 
number of the ſame ſort. What pity that 
all the orthodox MSS. after being once col- 
lated, ſhould immediately withdraw chem 


ſelves, and neither liſten to the invitation of 
_ - thar 
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their friends nor the challenge of their ene- 


mies! | 
Again, if Jerome bad written this pro- 


logue, the chief aim of which is to bring 


into common uſe this, ftronge/t proof of the 


Trinity, would he never have thought of in- 
troducing it in his other works? He is very 
proud, in one of his epiſtles, of having re- 
ſtored ſerving the Lord, Rom. XII. 11. inſtead: 
of ſerving the time. What a trifling occaſion 
to praiſe himſelf was this compared to the 
other? Would he not have been in haſte to: 
tell Auguſtine of this grand diſcovery ? Au- 
guſtine, who looked. with an evil eye upon 
Ferome's new edition, eould not fail of being 
fully reconciled to: it, when he had learned: 
what an acceſſion of ſtrength it brought to the 
catholic faith. Auguſtine and Jerome cor- 
reſponded upon biblical ſubjects infinitely 
leſs important. You are not inſenſible of 
the force of this argument, as appears from 
the miſerable ſhifts to which you are reduced 
in attempting to elude it. Firſt & he has in- 
ſerted the heavenly witneſſes in his verſion, 
the very point in debate, Serondly, he 
* them in two creeds,” neither of 
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which 'is written by Jerome, neither of 
which can be proved to quote the heavenly 
witneſſes. But to let you into a ſecret, none 
of the prologues to the ſeparate parts of the 
N. T. are Jetome's. They are all rhapſo- 
dies without method or meaning: without 
Ferome's learning, ſtyle or fpirit ; written 
long after his time, - ſometimes adorned with 
extracts from his catalogue or epiſtles. Ben- 
gelius quotes a prologue to the Acts, which 
is manifeſtly ſpurious, and ſeems, as he ob- 
ſerves, to be the handy work of the ſame 
author, who favoured us with the prologue 
to the Catholic Epiſtles. He has inſcribed 
it to two other friends of Jerome, to' Dom- 
nion and Rogatianus. For all theſe reaſons, 
J agree with Bengehus that this prologue is 
à forgery, but I cannot think with him that 
the author of it was acquainted with Greek 
MSS. Indeed he ſeems to diſtruſt his own 
opinion, for he adds, at the end of the para- 
graph, Rui firmos teſies ex Graca antiguitaie 
— gratiam ab ecclgſia mbit. © 

The good Eucherius is your next witnefs, in 
whois: F. 1 5 _— . Martin 
. 7340 L diſſert. 
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(Differt. p. 78.) found the diſputed verſe 
and brought it forward with great parade. 
However, as we ought to reſtore every man 
his own, it is neceſſary to obſerve that Mill 
had already produced the paſſage, Proleg. 
938. You too, Sir, in imitation of Martin, 
are here extremely alert. You ſay that 
Emlyn ingenuouſly confeſſes his embarraſſ- 
ment. Whether you have acted ingenuouſly 
let the public judge. . Could a reader, who 
reads your quotation from Emlyn, gueſs that 
he ſpends two pages to ſhew that the paſſage 
is interpolated ? It would truly have been, 
as you call it p. 40, 81, 4 poor refuge to ect 
a doubt, without giving any reaſons. Em- 
lyn's reaſons are, 1. That Eucherius in his 
Queſftiones V. et N. T. explains the water, 
the blood and the ſpirit of the Father, Son 
and Holy Ghoſt. That in his Formulæ 
therefore he ſeems only to have quoted 
the eighth verſe, becauſe it is not likely 
that Eucherius or any body elſe, ſeeing the 
doctrine of the Trinity clearly revealed in 
the ſeventh verſe, ſhould extract it from the 
eighth by an unnatural interpretation. 2. That 
tranſeribers and editors often correct the 
X 2 citations 
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citations of their authors to the current 
reading of their own time; particularly that 
the editor of Eucherius, J. Braſſicanus con- 
feffes that he took great pains in correcting 
the faults, and that © he added what was 
« wanting,” It is therefore probable that 
this paſſage 1s one of thoſe additions, which, 
3- is the more probable, becauſe the defign of 
Eucherius, as the very title of his work im- 
ports, was to give hidden and myſtical ſenſes 
of ſcripture. The eighth verſe was ſuf⸗ 
ficient for this purpoſe; the ſeventh __— 
have been ſuperfluovs. - 

Eucherius in bis Queſtions, after aying 2 
in 1 John V. 8. there ſeems to be a reference 
to the Goſpel XIX. 30. thus proceeds: 
&«. Some therefore think that by the water 
is meant baptiſm; by the blood, martyr- 
4% dom; by the ſpirit, the perſon himſelf 
% who paſles through martyrdom to the 
„Lord. Yet the majority here underſtands 
© the Trinity itſelf by a myſtical interpre- 
e tation, becauſe it bears witneſs to Chriſt ; 
«© by the water indicating the Father, for he 
« ſays of himſelf, Jer. II. 13. They have 


Ni _— me the m_— of water; by the 
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* blood demonſtrating Chriſt, and referring 
« to his paſſion; by the Spirit manifeſting 
„ the Holy Ghoſt. Now theſe three thus 
bear witneſs of Chriſt. He himſelf ſays 
in the Goſpel, VIII. 18. I bear wiineſs 
* myſelf, and the Father who ſent me bears 
% evitneſs f me. And again, XV. 26. 
„ When the Comforter is come — be ſball bear 
% witneſs of me. The Father therefore bears 
« witneſs when he ſays, Matth. XVII. 5. 
& This is my beloved Son. The Son, when 
. he ſays, John X. 30. I and my Father are 
* one. The holy Spirit; when it is ſaid of 
% him, Matth. III. 16. And be jaw the 
«© Bal Spirit deſcending, c 
1. From this labouted illuſtration, ab 


thi pains taken to fortify.it, Eucherius-plainly | 


ſhews, that he himſelf is one of the many 
(plures) who embraced the myſtical. inter» 
pretation, Martin (who does not eaſily miſs 
any error that lies in his way) inſiſts that 
plures means no more than fame or feveral 
(plufieurs,) I wonder not that Emlyn was 
fick of diſputing with ſo wretched a ſophiſt. 


H plures might elſewhere admit of either 


ſenſe, Here it can only mean a majority, be- 
N X j cauſe 
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cauſe it is oppoſed to zuidam, and lanen 
added. 

2. Lardner *. rightly infers, that the author f 
who wrote this paſſage, could not know any 
thing of the heavenly witneſſes. He there- 
fore corrects the text of Eucherius in this 
manner: J. Hic numerus ad unitatem 
deitatis refertur, &c. II. ad duo teſtamenta 
divine legis referuntur, &c. III. ad Trini- 
tatem in Joannis epiſtola, Tres ſunt qui teftr- 
monium dant, aqua, ſanguis et ſpiritus. ( No. 1 
is referred to the unity of God, No, 2 to the 
two teſtaments, No. 3 to the Trinity, in the 
epiſtle of John, There are three that bear re- 
cord, the water, the blood and the fpirit. I ſhall 
obſerve, by the way, that Martin took the 
ſentence out of its connection, diſcarded the 
numeral, ſupplied /egimus inſtead of referuntur, 
and ſo tranſlated (in which you have fol- 
lowed him) As to the Trinity, we read, &c. 
When Emlyn objected, that Eucherius 
might only quote the eighth verſe as refer- 
ring to the n Martin had the aſſurance 


* Credibility, Part II. Ch. 137. Val. XI. p. 190+ 
174. or Vol. V. p. 226—229. | 
| | ; (Exam. 


L 39 3 
(Exam. c. 8.) to maintain that the word 
Trinitas does not here ſignify the Trinity 
in a theological ſenſe, but ſimply the number 
three. So that, according to him, the paſſage 
furniſhes this rare ſenſe, ** As to the number 
„three, we read in St. John's Epiſtle, There 
are three, &c."” But he would have aſ- 
ſerted any thing, rather than relinquiſh an 


argument or authority that he once had 


eſpouſed. 


3. Whoever compares the Formulz with 


the Qugſtions, will find that Lardner's emen- 
dation or ſomething like it, muſt be the true 
reading. And I do reaſſert, that no writer 


in his perfect mind could poſſibly adopt this | 


| allegorical expoſition of the eighth verſe, if 
the ſeventh were extant in his copy, Even a 


madman would have method in his madneſs. 


For. ſenfe to extaſy was ne er fo tbral d, But it 
 reſerv'd ſome quantity of choice, To ſerve in 
fuch a difference. I appeal to any orthodox 
reader, whether he would force an indirect 
confeſſion of his favourite doctrine, from one 
text by torture, when he might have a clear, 
full and voluntary evidence from its next 
neighbour. The ſuppoſition is ſtill more 


Ah - ridiculoys 
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' ridiculous that Eucherius ſhould- make s 


gnoratiog for no poſſible uſe. 
Bengelius, though he had endeavoured to 


work himſelf up to a belief (in which how- 
ever he ſoon faulters) that Auguſtine's ex- 
| poſition of the eighth verſe was conſiſtent 
with his knowledge of the ſeventh, Benge- 
lius, I ſay, clearly ſaw, that if * . 96M 
wrote the allegory in the Queſtions, he could 


not poſſibly have the heavenly witneſſes in 
his copy.. He therefore deviſed an ingenious 


_ _ expedient to avoid the attacks of the enemy. 
He ſuppoſed that the author of the Formulg 
is a different perſon from the author of the 
Queſtions, But this expedient Lardner and 

Mr. Grieſbach ſpoil by telling us from Gen- 
. nadius, that Eucherius dedicated his Que/tions 
and ſome of his other works to his two ſons. 


And to heighten the diſtreſs of the ſcene, 
theſe Queſtions and Formule are in fact re- 
ſpedively dedicated to theſe two ſons, Salo» 
nius and Veranius. | 

Mr. Grieſbach adds, that cee s firſt 


queſtion is, From what texts the Trinity 


is proved?“ He anſwers, From the be- 
ab of Geneſis, Let us make man, &c. 
from 


I ag 
from Pfalm XXXVI. 2. By the word of the. 


Lord, &c. from Matth. XXVIII. 19. (the 
form of baptiſm); and from Rom. XI. 36. 
| From him and by him, &c. But not a word 
of the diſputed verſe, which would been an 
excellent corollary, and would have preſented 
us (as Kettner finely expreſſes it) with Sr. 


John's divinity in à nut-ſhell. Surely if Eu- 


cherius knew of this verſe, and yet with 
ſuch fair, ſueh provoking opportunities to 
quote it, was ſtill obſtinately ſilent, he could 
not be a ſincere Trinitarian, but either be- 
trayed the ſacred depoſit which the church 
had entruſted in his hands, or inſtead of be- 
ing properly and rationally orthodox, he only 
blundered round about orthodoxy. | 

Mr. Grieſbach alſo obſerves, that Flacius 
has only inſerted the earthly witneſſes in his 
edition of the Formulxz., You mention this 
objection, p. 299. but prudeniiy avoid anſwet- 
ing it. So conſiderable an omiſſion could 
neither be overlooked by Flacius nor his prin- 
ters. He either publiſhed his edition from 
a MS. or another edition. Here then is 
reading againſt reading, which ſhall we pre- 
fer? By all the rules of criticiſm, the read- 


'bu 
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ing which makes an author conſiſtent with 
himſelf. If we follow Flacius, we agree 


with Eucherius's quotation of ſcripture in 
another place unſuſpected of corruption or 


. Interpolation, But if we follow Braſſicanus, 


we make Eucherius quote a text for which 
he had no occaſion ; a text which he has not 
quoted where it was neceſſary, or at leaſt 
where it would have been ſignally uſeful ; a 
text, which, if Eucherius could be ſuppoſed 
to know of it, would determine him to be 
the dulleſt of mortals, and paſſionately fond 
of nonſenſe and tautology. 

Let us however review the words of Eu- 
cherius. Tres ſunt qui ięſtimonium dant in 
cœlo, Pater, Verbum et Spiritus Sanctus, et tres 
funt qui tefttmonium dant in terra, ſpiritus, aqua 


. et ſunguis. How it ſtrengthens the authority 


'of our preſent vulgate that this quotation 
differs not from it in the ſmalleſt tittle! In 
the Qre/tions there are ſome odd various read- 
ings. The eighth verſe, as there quoted, 
differs from the Formule four times. 1. In 
turning the maſculines into neuters. 2. In 
ſubſtituting perbbent for dant. 3. In omit» 
ting in terra. 4. In altering the order of the 
x witneſſes, 


1 

witneſſes. But what is more extraordinary 
is, that Flacius's edition of the Formula 
reads as all the editions of the Queſtions read, 
and contains neither leſs nor more than theſe 
words: Tria ſunt que igſtimonium perhibent, 
aqua, ſanguis et ſpiritus, That this reading 
is genuine, is plain upon inſpection, becauſe, 
1. It is the ſhorter. 2. It is the leſs ortho- 
dox.“ 3. It differs greatly from the com- 
mon editions of the Latin verſion. 4. It 
exactly agrees with Eucherius's citation of 
the ſame verſe in another part of his works. 
5. It tranſpoſes the witneſſes ſo, that in the 
allegorical interpretation they may ſeverally 
correſpond with the perſons of the Trinity 
which they typify. | 

Tf any pains-taking critic wades through 
theſe letters, as I ſhall be always ready to 
teſtify my admiration of his patience, ſo I 
think he cannot refuſe to pay me the ſame 
compliment, when he ſees me thus labori- 
puſly anſwering objections, which (as you 


* By the orthodox I mean that opinion which, whether 
true or falſe, prevails in the time an 
on. or editory, , 

falſely 
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ſalſely ſay of Mr. Grieſbach's p. 300) are 
brought" ſomurd without even the decency of an 
attempt to ſupport them. But to cloſe the 
account of Eucherius. The true reading, 
which Lardner almoſt found out by con- 
jecture, is that which I have quoted from 
leaſt ſatisfy every body elſe, to know that 
there are two early editions of Eucherius, 
one printed at Baſil, 1530, the other at Paris 
without any date of the year. Theſe edi» 
tions ſo often differ in their readings, that 
they were certainly derived from ſeparate 
MISS, But though they vary ſo much in 
other places, they here lovingly.concur in 
the ſhorter reading above mentioned, So far 
therefore (to uſe Mr. Griefbach's words) was 
Eucherius from quoting 1 John V. 7. that 
it is on the contrary moſt clear and evident 
that this verſe neyer was 1n his copy. 

We have now. run over all the Latins 
down to the middle of the fifth century, 
without finding any expreſs quotation of 
this: unfortunate verſe, nor even any appear- 
ance. of it, except iu Cyprian. But before 


we come to the end of the ſame century, 
Jo 34 1 5 ſuch 
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fuch a proof is produced, as muſt for $yet 


ſtrike the heretics mute. For the four hun- 
dred Catholic Biſhops that Hunneric ſums 


to Ie: m fence of' the homoüſian doctrine, 
quote the three heavenly witneſſes, as a proof 
of the Trinity c/earer than day, and this with- 
out expreſſing any doubt on their own fidez 
or meeting with any oppoſition: from their 
adverſaries. Martin ſeems to think that 
every one of theſe four hundred biſhops had 
a bible in his pocket, and the uſeful places 
doubled down! I would gladly know by 
what miracle four hundred copies of St. 
| John's epiſtle unanimouſly conſented in a 
reading, that an hundred years before, ac- 
cording: to the complaint which you fup< 
poſe Jerome to make, was omitted by the 
unfaithful tranſlators ? How Eucherius, as I 
have juſt now proved, was ignorant of it 
fifty years before? How Facundus was 
equally ignorant of it fifty years aſter? This 
verſe has been gaining ground in the Latin 
copies from the ſixth century to the eleventh's 
yet, I dare ſay, if we ſhould now collect four 
hundred Latin Mos. at a venture, we ſhould 
find 


* 


1 
1 


9 
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finch ſeveral of them omitting the heavenly 
witneſſes; perhaps a majority of thoſe that 
are not later than the tenth century. 
Or were theſe holy fathers ſueh acute and 
inquiſitive crities, that they would cite no- 
thing from Scripture which was not in all 
the MSS? If any paſſage that ſuited their 
purpoſe occurred in ſome particular copies, 
would they not defend it for genuine, though 
the weight of external evidence was in the 
oppoſite ſcale? But not to multiply ſuch 
queries, we know, if we khow any thing, 
_ that an implicit faith of this kind has been 
the occaſion of innumerable miſtakes. Does 
not Ambroſe defend a reading againſt. the 
heretics, merely becauſe it is orthodox, for 
he owns that it is wanting in a vaſt majority 
of the copies? In the ſame manner, if the 
Catholic biſhops found in ever ſo few of their 
MSS. a text like 1 John V. 7., clearer than 
the day for their doctrine, they would doubt- 
leſs preſume it to be genuine. It would be 
in vain to urge them with the great balance 
of contrary teſtimonies. Nihil gſt audacius 
fllis Deprenfis : iram atque animos'a crimine ſu- 
munt. They would argue, (falſely and ab- 
ſurdly 


1 9 7 
ſurdly indeed, but ſtill they would argue) 
4 1.. That omiſſions of the verſe were neither 
poſitive contradictions nor direct impeach- 
ments; only food for conjecture, and con- 
jecture has no weight againſt poſitive facts. 
p. 346.—2. That the omiſſion might eaſily 
happen here, by reaſon of the ſimilar be- 
ginning and ending of the two verſes. 3. That 
the ſcope and connection of the Apoſtle's 
reaſoning required this inſertion. 4. That the 
| Arians eraſed it; and that the Arians played 
ſuch pranks is clear from more than one 
| poſitive declaration of Ambroſe,” I allow 
that all theſe reaſons are falſe and frivolous ; 
it is enough for me, that they have fre- 
quently. been employed in defence of this 
very paſſage. The unanimous teſtimony 
therefore of the four hundred biſhops will 
by no- means prove that the verſe was then 
in all the copies, ſince, if it were in a very 
few of them, an eager diſputant would ſeize 
it, and maintain it againſt all objections, by 
ſuch arguments as I have ſtated above. 
Qui amant, ffi fit ſomnia fingunt. How 
many divines at this day quote 1 John V. 
7. not only without hinting any ſeruple of 
5 | | their 


1 2 1 
their own, but without deigning to inform 
their readers that it has been called in queſ- 
tion by others. It would be a labour of 
Hercules to enumerate all the inferior wri- 
ters who have acted in this manner, and im- 
poſed upon the ſimplicity of the unlearned. 
I ſhall content myſelf with referring to a 
few, and they ſhall be all biſhops. Wars, 
Expofition of the Catechiſm, p. 58. SeckeR, 
Lecture XIII. PRARSsON on the Creed, Art. 
VIII. p. 323. BEvNRIGR, Private Thoughts, 
Part I. p. 27. II. p. 40, 47. Hugr, De- 
monſtr. Evang. Prop. IX. Cap. 25, 82. 
GASTRELL, Chriſtian Inſtitutes, p. 132. Ar- 
TERBURY, Vol. I. Serm. X. p. 266. Here 
are two archbiſhops and five biſhops,” who 
have all applied the very verſe in debate to 
prove the Trinity, without mentioning any 
argument againſt 1t, or producing any in its 
dehalf. Yet none of them could be ignorant 
of the fierce diſputes to which it had given 
riſe. Some of them (Huet and Pearſon) 
were profeſſed critics, and ought not to have 
quoted it, without ſhewing their own rea- 
ſons, or confuting their adverſaries. Wake 
| me in his poſſeſſion five Greek MSS. that 
omitted 
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omitted the verſe. Pearſon had defended the 
vulgar reading of 1 Tim. III. 16. in the 
ſame book, where he has quoted the hea- 
venly witneſſes without any comment. An 
unlearned reader could not help concluding 
from this circumſtance, that by defending 
one controverted reading, he thereby declared 
that none of his other quotations had ever 
been controverted; according to that logical 
rule, of which you make ſo judicious an uſe 
p. 302. Exceptio probat regulam in non excep- 
#is. © But the four hundred biſhops dared 
not to urge in diſpute a paſſage that was ex- 
tant only in a few copies, when they muſt be 
detected and expoſed by the Arians.“ I have 
partly anſwered this objection, and I add, 
that an effectual anſwer to it may be found 
in the conduct of the greater part of divines. 
So many of the defenders of the Trinity 
have employed this text in controverſy, that 
they appear to have thought it lawful to quote 
any paſſage which ſeemed to them genuine, 
without paying any attention to the objec- 
tions of others. Thus Dr. Wallis in his 
| firſt letter on the Trinity quotes our verſe as 
a clear and decifive argument. It was not 
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till his adverſary had diſputed its authenticity, 
that he condeſcended to give his reaſons (ſuch, 
as they are) in its defence, Thus Dr. Wells 
in his anſwer to Dr. Clarke adopted the verſe 
without mentioning a ſyllable of its doubtful 
character. Dr, Clarke replied that the verſe. 
was ſputious. Dr. Wells rejoined, that in 
his judgment Grabe had ſufficiently proved 
it to be genuine in his notes on Bull's Nicene 
Faith. Very lately, a Mr. Barnard has 

written ſome letters to Dr. Prieſtly, in which 
he four times quotes this verſe, as one of his 
principal arguments, though he ought to 
have known tbat Dr. Prieſtly had publickly 
rejected it, long before the publication of 


Mr. Barnard's anſwer. A friend of yours, 


the author of a Vindication of the Dockrines and 
Liturgy of the Church of England, p. 32, 24. 
quotes Acts XX. 28. 1 Tim. III. 16. with- 
out hinting that the MSS. vary, or that the 
common reading has ever been diſputed. 
In the former quotation he prints the words, 
his own blood, in Italics. And if the author 
of the Hints to the new Aſſociation, whom this 
author confutes, had not expreſſly ſingled 
out 1 John V. 7. and declared it ſpurious, 


3231 
he would have quoted that too with the ſame 
modeſty, for it appears among his ſcriptural 
proofs of the Pſeudo-Athanaſian Verity, p. 
26. In ſnort, it is idle, fraudulent, contrary 
to reaſon and to fact, to argue, that, becauſe 
a paſſage is quoted in controverſy, it is 
therefore genuine and extant in all the copies. 
If the perſon; deputed by the Catholics to 
draw up their common confeſſion of faith, 
had found this paſſage in a ſingle MS. or 
even quoted by any other writer, and uport 
the ſtrength of ſuch authority admitted it 
into his collection of ſcriptural proofs, what 
would have been the event? They would 
not have ſtaid to form their judgment of the 
author from his compoſition, but have ad · 
juſted their opinion of the compoſition to 
their previous eſteem for the author, If, 
for inſtance, the venerable Eugenius was the 
compoſer, not a biſhop preſent but would 
have ſubſcribed heart and hand to any thing 
that camie from his pen. Like the organiſt 
of Utrecht, * who ſigned the articles of the 
Contraremonſtrants, without reading them, 


Joxrin's Six Diſſertations, II. p. 106. 
1 and 


I 


and being preſſed to read them at leaſt once, 
anſwered, It is needleſs. ] know well enough 
that. you, Gentlemen, would not require me to do 
an ill thing. I am ſure, that if every indivi- 
dual biſhop of the four hundred, after a 
diligent peruſal of this confeſſion, could ſub- 
ſcribe ſincerely to every part of it, that is to 
ſay, if he believed all the quotations apt, and 
all the reaſonings juſt, it would be an imper- 
ceptible extenſion of his faith, to believe one 
of the quotations genuine, though he kad never 
heard of it before. And if ſome member of 
the aſſembly for a moment had given way 
to any untoward ſuſpicions, he would quickly 
repreſs them with Benedick's argument *. 
1 ſhould think this a gull, but that the white- 
bearded jellow ſpeaks it; knaver,y cannot g 
hide itſelf in ſuch reverence. 

In the fourth century the 9 ane 
"the Trinity avere very warmly. debated, and the 
orthodox haſitly caught at every thing that 
they apprehended favourable io their cauſe, and 
oftentimes made uſe of ſuch texts to prove their 
dadrine by, as were by no means proper for their 


NS Much Ado about Nathing, 6 
purpoſe. 


T a 1 
purpoſe A man muſt be a great franger 70 thei 


writings, who has not obſerved this. Their zeal' 
for a fundamental dbctrine frequently hurried them 
on ſo faſt, that they did not duly weigh and con- 


ſider their arguments. 

Thus Dr. Bennet“. To the ſame 3 
Dr. Horſley +. In popular diſcourſes and in 
argument (the Fathers) were 100 apt to ſacrifice 
ſomewhat of the accuracy of fact 10 the plaufibi- 
lity of their rhetoric ; or, which is much the ſame 
thing, they were too ready to adopt any notion, 
which might ſerve a preſent purpoſe, without 


nicely examining its ſolidity or its remote conſe- 


quences. From this frank confeſſion of two 
able defenders of orthodoxy, I infer, that the 


orthodox Chriſtians of the fifth century (for 


I ſuppoſe an hundred years had made no great 


improvement or alteration) would have ſeized . 


any argument that might ſerve their purpoſe, 
and that the compiler of their creed would 


admit any ſuppoſed ſcriptural quotation, with- 


out examining the authorities on which 1t 1s 


| founded. It A to conſider MN difa 


* On the Common Prayer, nn No. III. p. 288. 
+ Tracts, p. 355. 
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ferent conſequences of the ſame action. In 
defence of orthodoxy it is lawful to ſet aſide 
the teſtimony of the fathers, But let any 
doubts be hinted, in ſuch a caſe as the pre- 
ſent, concerning their good faith or exactneſs, 
heretic and infidel are names too ſoft for tlie 

offender, 


Ai vos Trojugenæ vobis ignoſcitis, et qua 
Turnpia cerdoni, Volgſos Brutunique decebunt. 


Were the Arians, upon reading this con- 
feſſion of the orthodox, ſo utterly bereft of 
all reflection, as to give up their cauſe in 
deſpair? They muſt have been aware of 
ſeveral of the texts which their adverſaries 
would produce. If this verſe was then re- 


ceived for genuine, they would be aware of 


that too, and provide ſome anſwer, ſuffieient 
or inſufficient, Would they be more diſ- 
treſſed with it, than with John X. 30. I and 
my Father are one? Some of the modern di- 
vines declare that this verſe does not relate 
to the conſubſtantiality of the perſons. You 
yourſelf have not dared to affirm that it does. 
Had then none of the four hundred biſhops 
any objections to the uſe of ſuch an argu- 

ment ? 
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ment? On the other hand, was FOR no 


Arian that ſo far retained his ſenſes as to 


combat the Catholic interpretation? The 
utmoſt inference that can be drawn from this 
confeſſion is, that the three heavenly witneſſes 
were in the copies of the authors, or in 
Eugenius's copy, if he were the author, 
Nobody denies that they might poſſibly creep 
into ſome copies of that time, particularly in 
Africa, where Cyprian and Auguſtine werg 
eonſtantly read, But to ſuppoſe that they 
were in all the copies that all theſe biſhops 
had ſeen or poſſeſſed, becauſe they are in their 


confeſſion of faith, is to aſſume two things 


equally inconſiſtent with reaſon and expe» 
rience, that the MSS. of the N, T. never 
varied in that age, and that-no diſputants of 


any age quote any paſſages except ſuch as are 


extant in all the n and acknowledged 
by all parties. 

6 But Cyrila and his confederate Arians 
made na objection to this verſe.” I cannot 
find that they made any objection to any other 
quotation or argument of the Catholics. I 
deſire to know, whether this treatiſe was ſo 
VI a defence of orthodoxy, that none 
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of the heretics could fay a word in anſwer 
to it. If they made any anſwer, Victor has 
given us a partial and fraudulent account of 
the tranſaction. If they diſputed at all, they 
might then object to the genuineneſs of the 
new-quoted verſe, as well as to any other 
part of the confeſſion. If the diſpute never 
took place, the Catholics were in no danger 
of detection, and might ſafely quote what 
they liked for ſcripture, _ 

If ſuch a confeſſion had been really pre- 
ſented and read; if Cyrila and his accom- 
plices had propoſed their objections in detail; 
if amongſt theſe objections there had been 
a particular anſwer to this capital text, en- 
deavouring to divert its force, and explain it 
away, but no ſuggeſtions tending to under- 
mine its authenticity ; if the Catholics had 
then reſumed the diſpute, reinforced their 
arguments with freſh aid, and at laſt ſet their 
own cauſe in ſo fair and ſtrong a light, that 
none but the ignorant or obſtinate could with- 
ſtand its evidence; the cataſtrophe of the 
drama-would have been natural enough, nor 
would it ſurpriſe us to find that Cyrila at- - 


tempted to convert by force thoſe whom he - 
| could 
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eould not ſubdue by argument. But Vitor" 8 


narration, which — us to ſuppoſe that 
nothing at all was faid by the heretics, car- 


ries in itſelf the plaineſt marks of fiction. 


„When the day appointed for diſputation 
came, the Catholics choſe ten of their num- 


ber to anſwer for all. Cyrila was ſeated on 


a ſuperb throne, To this elevation the Ca- 
tholics objected, and aſked, Who ſhould be 


the umpire and examiner ? The king's notary 
anſwered, the Patriarch Cyrila. Let us know, 


ſaid they, by what authority Cyrila takes that 


name. Whereupon the adverſaries, raiſing a 
tumult, began to calumniate, And becauſe 


the orthodox defired that, if an examination 
was not allowed, the prudent multitude 


at leaſt might wait, all the ſons of the Ca- 
tholic church who were preſent are ordered 


to be beaten with an hundred cudgels. Eu- 


genius exclaims againſt this treatment, and 


appeals to heaven, Then the orthodox turned 


to Cyrila, and ſaid, Propoſe your ſentiments. . 


Cyrila ſaid, I know no Latin. The Catholic 


biſhops anſwered, We know that you have 


always ſpoken Latin; you ought not to refuſe 
now; eſpecially as * have kindled this 


flame. 
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EE 
flame, But he ſeeing that they were better 


prepared for the conflict, declined an audience 


with various pretences. Which they fore» 
ſeeing, had written a decent and ſufficient 
confeſſion of their faith,” [Here follows the 
eonfeſſion.] „When this our book was 
read, they could not bear the light of truth 
with their blind eyes, taking it very ill that 
we called ourſelves Catholics. And imme» 
diately they told lies to the king, that we 
had raiſed a tumult and avoided the confe- 


rꝛence.“ Then follows an edit of Hunneric 


againſt the Homouſians, which charges them 


with endeavouring to delay the conference, 


to excite the people to ſedition, and to diſturb 
every thing with their clamours, that the 


diſpute might not take place. 


I appeal to the reader, whether this ſtory 
be not improbable in all its circumſtances, 
Firſt, when the Catholics find fault with 
Cyrila for exalting himſelf to a kind of throne, 


he orders them to be beaten with an hundred 


eudgels. But upon Eugenius's uttering a 
ſhort ejaculation, we hear no more of the 
eudgelling, and the diſpute is reſumed. They 
deſire Cyrila to begin. He excuſes himſelf, 

by 


| 1 
by pleading ignorance of Latin. They give 
him the lie, and tell him they can prove that 
he has always ſpoken Latin. This might 
ſeem a ſufficient provocation to Cyrila's fiery 
_ temper to repeat his orders about the eudgel- 
ling. But he only ſeeks for cavils and pre- 
tences to decline the conflict. How he muſt 
have ſtared, when they pulled out a confeſs 
ſion of faith, which, with proper manage» 
ment, would laſt a modern divine thres Sun- 
days! For I preſume he would have taken 


ſome meaſures to hinder it from being read, 


if he had not been ſtupified by aſtoniſhment. 
The Catholics read their confeſſion audibly 
and diſtinctly; when it is finiſhed, the here · 
tics have not one word to ſay for themſelves, 
good or bad; they therefore diſſolve the aſe 


ſembly, and by telling lies to the king per- 


ſuade him to perſecute the orthodox. 655 
As far as I can judge by comparing Viſtor's 
narrative with Hunneric*s edu, the account 
given in the edict 1s partly true. The Ca- 
tholics were willing to put off the conference 
and proleng their ſtay, in order to make eon; 
verts from the Arian doctrins. This Hun · 
neric conſidered as a violation of the terms 
| vpon 
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upon which he had granted them a ſafe con- 
duct. In conſequence. of this charge, the 
Catholics were impriſoned, baniſhed, doomed 
to hard labour, tortured, and executed. I 
make no objection to theſe wholeſome ſeveri- 
ties on the ſcore of cruelty, For if heretics 
had been thus ſerved, and Hunneric's faith 
were pure, the regimen would have been ex- 
ecedingly mild and proper. But being an 
heretic himſelf, I cannot help thinking that 
he carried matters a little too far. However, 
it appears, from Victor's own ſtory, from the 
accuſations of delay and tumult which each 
party brought againſt the other, that they 
never came to a formal conference, and that 
ſuch a confeſſion was neither read nor pre- 
ſented. | 

Again, if the confeſſion had been RE TOE" 
to Cyrila, and attentively read by him, are 
you ſure that it then contained this quotation ? 
Does an author, when he republiſhes a work, 
never Blot out, correct, inſert, refine, Enlarge, 
dminſh, interline? Are the ſpeeches publiſhed 
for the genuine ſpeeches of our ſenators never 
increaſed or embelliſhed in paſſing through 


the preſs? Did Cicero give every oration of 
: | his 
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his to the public exactly as he delivered it at 
the bar or in the ſenate? When I can bring 
myſelf to believe that Thucydides and Livy 
copied the exact words of their heroes, then 
will I believe that Victor has given the pre- 
ciſe confeſſion of faith that put Cyrila and 
his impious crew into ſuch confuſion. But 
you ſay, p. 53, 113. that © Victor's narrative 
muſt be circumſpe&. and accurate, becauſe 
it was written in the face of exaſperated ene- 
mies, while Arianiſm fat triumphant on the 
throne.” Victor's hiſtory was not written till 
three years after the perſecution. Hunneric was 
long ſince dead. His ſucceſſor was not ſo vio» 
lent a perſecutor ; and, if he was, Victor was 
now at Conſtantinople, where he wrote, free 


from all fears of being either contradicted or 
perſecuted. If no Arian anſwer to Victor's. 


narrative appeared, which it is impoſſible to 
tell, we muſt conſider that in all probability 
his hiſtory was long in travelling to the Arian 
dioceſes. It was written at a great diſtance 
from the ſcene of action, for the edification 

of the faithful, not for the confutation of 


heretics. In thoſe days books were leſs eafily 


procured, and leſs generally read, than in our 
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time. They were ſeparately tranſcribed, and 
diffuſed with infinite flowneſs in compariſon 

of the preſetit rapid and extenſive cirevlation. 
If I were diſpoſed to make à romance, in 
Imitation of Victor, I ſhould ſay, that when the 
Arians eame to this text of the three heavenly 
witneſſes quoted in the confeſſion, they de- 
manded in what part of St. John's works they 
were extant, and, upon detecting the fraud, 
broke off the conference. That this ſacrilege 
of the Catholics was mentioned as a reaſon fot 
inereaſing the ſeverity of their puniſhment. 
But you may aſk me why I call Victor's 
hiſtory a romance. It deſerves that title for 
the miracles which he has ſtuffed into it, of 
which I ſhall give an abridgement. The 
Arians tormented ſome Catholics who never- 
theleſs were always recovered by the next 
day, and no traces of their wounds left. A 
virgin was faſtened to a pile of wood, but 
on a ſudden the wood rotted and fell to pieces. 
(So the keeper told Victor, and confirmed it 
with an oath.) Biſhop Fauſtus likewiſe told 
Victor that he had ſeen a blind woman recover 
her fight. When Arbogaſtes's forehead was 
bound with cords, he broke them like cob« 
webs 


* 
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webs by looking up to heaven. They then 


brought ſtronger, which he burſt only by 


invoking the name of Chriſt. And thougft 


he hung upon one foot, with his head down- 


wards, he ſeemed to ſleep on the ſofteſt bed. 
When his friend Felix buried him in a lonely 
place, according to his requeſt, upon digging 
up the earth, he found a ſarcophagus of the 
fineſt marble, ſuch as perhaps no king ever had. 
Hunneric ſent ſome of the confeflors to reap 
in the hot weather, at Utica, One of them 
excuſed himſelf, becauſe he had a witheted 
hand; but when he came to the place, be- 
hold a miracle ! his hand was reſtored to its 
ftrength, and did him yeoman's ſervice. 


They who were baniſhed into defarts full of 


ſcorpions and venomous animals, which for- 
merly deſtroyed every paſſenger, all eſcaped 
alive and unhurt. Eugenius reſtored a blind 
man to fight. A matron 7:gh!ly called Vic« 
toria, after her ſhoulders were diſlocated, and 
ſhe was thought dead by the tormentors, 
was ſuddenly healed by a virgin, who ſtood, 
by her and touched her limbs. Antony find- 
ing Eugenius in a palſy, forced the ſharpeſt 
vinegar down his mouth, which increaſed 

his 
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his diſeaſe, but Chriſt reſtored him to health. 
Mr. Gibbon has related the miracle of the 
confeſſors who ſpoke after their tongues were 
cut out, ſermones politos fine ulla offenſione locuti. 
He is ſo copious in his relation, and ſo anxious 
in amaſling authorities for it, that it ſeems 
almoſt to perſuade him to be an Homoutian, 
I cannot think this ſuch a ſtupendous miracle 
as ſome would repreſent it. Did not St. Ro- 
manus, after his tongue was cut out“, make 
an elegant oration ? A caſe in point. Beſides, 
this miracle is lame and imperfect ; for ſince 
their right hands alſo were cut off, to make 
the wonder complete, they ought to have uſed 
their maimed arm as dextrouſly as if an hand 
and fingers ſtill belonged to it, ſermones politos 
fine ulla offenſione ſcribentes. I cannot recollect 
any defender of 1 John V. 7. except Kettner, 
whoqurges this miracle in behalf of the text. 
Even Martin, who defends moſt things, 1s 
half aſhamed of it, and contents himſelf 
with ſaying, that Victor's eaſy belief of mi- 
racles is no impeachment of his veracity in 
quoting ſcripture. But the two circumſtances 


. PrvupenTIVs, Periſteph. X. 928. 
| are 
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ate here very inticnately connected. If Victor 


could relate au improbable miracle for the 
good of his cauſe, he might take a ſeriptural 


Quotation that favoured his own cauſe, upon 
teſtimony which he ought to have rejected, 

and would have rejected on an indifferent 
ſubject. This reflection will be ſtrengthened 
by confideting that the eccleſiaſtical writers 
ſervilely copy their predeceſſors; a practice 
which was then more excuſable from cauſes 
already mentioned. But now that the art of 


printing has multiplied the means of knows - 
ledge, and increaſed the danger of detection, 


does nothing: of this kind happen? A ſingle 
example will ſuffice. Feuardent, in a note 
upon Irenæus's ſilly tale about John and Ce- 
tinthus, informs us, that as ſoon as St. John 
had left the bath, it fell in and cruſhed Ce- 
rinthus to death. For this circumſtance he 
quotes Jerome againſt the Luciferians. Not 
a word to this purpoſe in Jerome. Vet ſix 


authors, quoted by Bayle “, aſſert the ſame 


ſtory, and that with as confident an air, as if 
Dictionnaire, au mot CERINTHUs. 
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they had good authority for the aſſertion. 
Though a common book was quoted, a book 
written in a language familiar to every pre- 
tender to learning, none even of thoſe who 


adopted the ſtory from Feuardent thought it 


worth while to verify his quotation. But, 


in truth, it is much eaſier and pleaſanter to 
go on believing every thing that we hear or 
read, than to undergo the labour of enquiry 
or the pain of ſuſpence. 

Our next queſtion is, Who was the author 
of this confeſſion ? From Victor's account 
we might gueſs it to be the joint manufac- 
ture of the four biſhops who are faid to have 
preſented it. Gennadius gives Eugenius the 
whole honour of the compoſition. Some 

(moderns, I believe) call Victor himſelf the 
author. Bengelius aſcribes it to Vigilius Tap- 
ſenſis (i. e. the author of the books de Tri- 
nitate). My own opinion is, that it was 
written by that author (whoever he be), and 
publiſhed under the name of Eugenius. This 
ſolution comprehends both Gennadius's aſſer- 
tion and Bengelius's conjecture. Victor find- 
ing a book upon the ſubject ready to his hand, 


os with the name of a venerable confeſſor pre- 


fixed, 
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fixed, would take it for genuine without far. 
ther enquiry, and eſteem it the principal 
ornament of his hiſtory. But if any perſon 
thinks it more probable that Victor himſelf 
wrote the creed, to ſhew that he was no leſs 


able a divine than hiſtorian, I ſhall not Fouts 


about ſo ſmall a matter. 

The books contra Varimadum ond & Sram 
tate have been commonly attributed to Vigi- 
lius Tapſenſis ſince Chifflet's edition. But 
Vigilius, in his diſputation againſt Arius, 
never refers to the latter. And though he 
produces a long quotation from his own book 
againſt Varimadus, not a ſyllable of it can 
now be found in the treatiſe that bears the 
falſe title of Idacius Clarus. Nor is there 
any appearance that this treatiſe is mutilated. 
In ſhort, Vigilius's claims to either of theſe 


| publications are only ſupported by ſome weak 


and gratuitous conjectures of Chifflet®. This 
was what I meant, when I gave you leave to 
make two diſtin& authorities of theſe two 


treatiſes. But though this gracious permiſ- 


* igilii Tapſenſis Vindiciz, p. 64—68. 
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ſion of mine ſeems at firſt fight to turn againſt 
me, 1 had, I own, a malicious intention of 
etnploying it to my own advantage. Jerome, 
ſay the heretics, would have quoted 1 JohnV. 7. 
in ſome of his genuine works, if the prologue 
were his. No, anſwers Martin; for Vigilius, 
who ſo often uſes this verſe in his books de 
Trinitate and contra Varimadum, never men- 
tions it in the conference of Athanaſius and 
Arius, nor in his treatiſe againſt Eutyches, 
in which it was ſcarce to be concerved he could 
poſſibly have omitted it. (Examen. ch. 4.) But 
this objection falls, if we reply that the au- 
thors of the Allercatio, the treatiſes de Trini- 
tate and contra Varimadum, have nothing in 
common, but the aſſumption of a falſe title. 
I will allow, if you inſiſt upon it, that the 
_ diſputed verſe had by this time crept into a 
few copies. Now, as the copies which con- 
tain more text, and are more orthodox, gene- 
rally are preferred to the reſt, it was natural 
that their readings ſhould be taken for genuine, 
and produced againſt the heretics. Some of 
the ancient Greek writers, in explaining the 
doxology, tack a new clauſe to it: For thine 
i the hingdom, and the power, and the glory, 
OF 


1 24 f 


or THE FATHER, AND THE SON, AND THE 
Hory Gnosr. This is the reading too of 
an excellent MS. in the Vatican, Urb. 2. and 
another at Vienna, Koll, 9. And I hope, at 


the next reviſion of our tranſlation, this verſe | 


will be corrected ſecundum orthodoxam fidem. 


For omiſſions are no argument againſt poſitive 


teſtimony z and here we have the poſitive 
teſtimony of twice as many Greek MSS, as 
retain our reading of 1 John III. 16. Let 
us proceed to the author de Trinitate. He 
five times quotes the verſe, if we may truſt 
ſome of the editions. I ſay, if we may truſt 
the editions; becauſe the quotation at the end 
of the firſt book, and another in the fifth, 
are neither in the old Paris nor Cologne edi- 
tions. And whoever will carefully peruſe the 
context, will perceive, that in both places the 
ſenſe is much better connected, if we adopt 
the ſhorter reading, and the parts that were 
hefore ſeparated cloſe without leaving a ſcar. 
The ſame hand without doubt interpolated 
both the paſſages, as appears from the phraſe 
with which he introduces them. I. Jam 
audiſti ſuperius Evangeliſtam Joannem in epiſtola 
ſua lam abſolute teflaniem, V. Sicut Joannes 
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Evangeliſta in epiſtola ſua tam abſolute igtatur. 
In the tenth book too I am almoſt afraid that 
| ſome malicious hand has been tampering ; 
for the words of the firſt book are exactly 
repeated, In Chriſto Feſu unum ſunt, non tamen 
unus eft, quia non eft eorum una perſona, How- 
ever, I ſhall not inſiſt upon this point, but 
allow both to be genuine, if you deſire it. 
I ſhall only object, that the author has been 
inaccurate (to uſe no harſher word), and by 
ſubſtituting in Chriſto Feſu unum ſunt for tres 
unum funt, has given reaſonable cauſe for 
ſuſpicion. Perhaps, Sir, you may aſk, why 
I think the paſſages above-mentioned ſpurious. 
Firſt, for the reaſon already given, that in 
ſuch paſſages additions are much more fre- 
quent than omiſſions ; ſecondly, becauſe the 
following ſubſcription is added at the end of 
the eighth book in two MSS. one of which 
I have ſeen. I have tranſcribed theſe eight 
books, which contain many things added and 
altered. I ſhould think it an affront to my 
reader's underſtanding to ſay another word 
on the ſubject, 
I did expect that Martin would have ap- 
plied another from Vigilius to his 
n argu- 
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argument. Qui faciendum decernunt (hominem) 
TRES sUN T, PAT ER, ET FiLIUs, ET SPIRITUS 

 SANCTUS ; SED HI TRES UNUS EST. (Martin 
tranſlates, theſe three are vne, Exam. c. 4.) 

I think this would make as good a figure as 
many of your witneſſes. TI only mention it 
to ſhew how eaſily men writing upon the 
Trinity may drop expreſſions, which a warm 
imagination might eaſily miſtake for a refe- 
rence to the verſe of St. John. | 
I have already, Letter VI. p. 156. quoted 

1 John V. 8, 7. as they are read in the trea- 
tiſe againſt Varimadus, I. 5. If a citation ſo 
manifeſtly fraudulent can be of any ſervice, 
you are heartily welcome to it. For my 
own part, I think it argument enough againſt 
a ſuſpected text, that they who make moſt 
uſe of it cannot agree in the reading. Hows ' 
ever, being willing to vindicate this author, 
I muſt declare, that I believe this quotation 
not to have come from his hand. Firſt, I 
obſerve that the whole chapter conſiſts of 
quotations to prove the unity of the Son 
with the Father, This is the only quotation 
that he brings from the epiſtle, though he 
brings * from the goſpel. And ſince the 
2 4 ” . objec- 
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objection, which he profefles to anſwer, was 
taken from the goſpel, he ſeems to have 
made a point of conſcience not. to depart 
from the goſpel in his anſwer, If it be ob- 
jected, that he might quote this paſſage as 
an argument @ fortiori, I anſwer, that he 
wauld then probably have uſed ſuch a preface 
as he uſes in his ſecond chapter, entitled, 
De unitate Patris et Fils. Quoting Eph. IV. 3. 
he thus introduces it: - Et unitatem Patris 
et Filu et Spiritus Sancti demonſtrans."* 

Secondly, the firſt chapter of the firſt book 
contains the poſitive proofs of the Trinity in 
Unity. Theſe proofs are twenty-two in num- 
ber, among which are Matth. XXVIII. 19. 
Rom. XI. 35. 2 Cor. XIII. 13. But of the 
three heavenly witneſſes a deep ſilence. Sure- 
ly, if he had forgotten them when he wrote 
his firſt chapter, and afterwards recollected 
them in the fifth, he would not have grudged 
turning back a few pages to len them in a 
more prop̃er place. 

Thirdly, his laſt hook is a collection of 
paſſages from ſcripture, where the ſame things 
are predicated of all the perſons of the Trivity. 


The Kerry. -ffth chapter is entitled, De con- 
muns 


[ 345 ] 


uni teftificatione, which he proves from Pſalm 
XVIII. 8. 1 Tim. VI, 13. Rom. VIII. 16, 


But how much more pat would this verſe 


have been, if he had known of it? If ſuch 
a verſe exiſted, he muſt have known of it, 
for in this very book he quotes the ſixth, 


the tenth, the twelfth, and twentieth verſes 


of the ſame fifth chapter, 

1 therefore make no doubt but that the 
heavenly and earthly witnefſes were inſerted 
in this treatiſe by that religious ſoul who 


forged the decretal epiſtle of Hyginus*. This 


forger has taken all the quotations preceding 
1 John V. 8, 7. (except one) from our au- 
thor, preſerving the ſame order. But in 
return for the loan of ſo many quotations, 
| he paid him with this text, which ſhews his 
ſcrupulous honeſty. The fame quotations 
may alſo be found in the decretal epiſtle of 
Pope-John +. But- in Pope Jobn the preſent 
reading of the eighth and ſeventh verſes is 
reſtored. As I ſhall be glad to make ſome 


* Harpvin. Concil. tom. I. p. 94. This Hyginus 
ſeems to have given Mr. Capel! 8 (Animadv. on Dr. 
Knowles) much trouble. * 

+ Han DUN. Concil. tom. II. p. 11 54. 
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amends to my author for having robbed him 
of ſo much text, and as nothing is ſo plea- 
fant to a critic as correcting a claſſic, I ſhall 
add, that inſtead of Qui me vidit, vidit et Pa- 
trem, ought to be read, on the authority of 
Hyginus, Qu: me via, vidit et Patrem; et 
. Fterum, Nui me odit, odit et Patrem. Plie 
omiſſion was cauſed by the ſimilar termina- 
tions. I ſuppoſe I need make no apologies 
to Pſeudo-Hyginus. Whoever would forge 
a whole treatiſe, would hardly ſtick at the 
addition of a fingle ſentence. ' Martin, in the 
ſimplicity of his heart, quotes Hyginus and 
John for good authorities. I know, ſays he, 
that their epiſtles are ſpurious, but they prove 
what was the reading of their times, I know 
too that the authority of forgers can never 
ſupport a doubtful reading, unleſs it be their 
intereſt rather to reject than adopt it. How- 
ever, I allow that they prove ſuch a reading 
to have exiſted in their times, that is, in the 
eighth century. Nor am I quite ſure that 
the author of Pope John's epiſtle .did not 
compoſe the prologue attributed to Jerome. 
I perceive that you, Sir, have not appealed to 
theſe illuſtrious witneſſes, Hyginus and John. 

| 5 . 
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If this was the effect of deſign, I commend 
your prudence. 

Of Fulgentius I have already eben in 
part. If you object that, though he refers 
to Cyprian in one place, which may ſeem to 
hint that the ſtate of MSS. made ſuch a 
reference neceſſary, in another paſſage he 
quotes 1 John V. 7. without ſuſpicion, I an- 
ſwer, that this will not prove that Fulgentius 
had better authority in one inſtance than in 
the other. I remember that Mr. Jones, in 
his Full Anſtver to an Eſſay on Spirit, Pref. p. xix. 
quotes 1 John V. 7. without ſuſpicion, and 
from that and John X. 30. charges the au- 
thor whom he is anſwering with blaſphemy. 
Should we not think that for ſuch a purpoſe 
none but certain and acknowledged texts 
would be quoted? Vet the ſame gentleman, 
in his Catholic Doctrine of the Trinity, ch. III. 
S. 10. confeſſes that there has been much 
diſpute concerning this text, and adds his 
own reaſons for believing it genuine. The 
fame anſwer will ſerve for the other quota- 
tions, if they belong to Fulgentius; if not, 
thy anonymous author would borrow them 

from 
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from Fulgentius, the reigning polemic of the 
day. 

Caſſiodorus in the fixth century wrote his 
Complexiones, a ſort of abridgement of the 
Acts, Epiſtles, and Apocalypſe. Theſe Com- 
plexiones were found by Maffei in the library 
of Verona, and by him publiſhed at Florence 
in 1721, and by Chandler at London in 17232. 
Chandler, Pref. p. ix. after obſerving that the 
conteſted verſe was in ſome Latin copies at 
leaſt of the ſixth century, in the next page 
grows diffident, and ſays, that it is uncertain 
whether Caſſiodorus has given us the very 
words of the apoſtle, or only his own inter- 
pretation. This ſcepticiſm provoked the gen- 

tle Maffei to treat Chandler very roughly in 
his Moria Diplomatica and his Opuſcolt Ecclefi- 
aſtici. Let us therefore examine the words 
of Caſſiodorus in a literal tranſlation. Mho- 
foever believeth that Jeſus is the Chriſt, is born 
of Ged, &c; He who believes Jeſus to be 
God, is born of God the Father; he without 
doubt is faithful, and he who loves the Fa- 
ther, loves alſo the Chriſt who is born of 
him. Now we ſo love him, when we keep 


this 


ta! 


his commandments, which to juſt minds are 
not heavy; but they rather overcome the 
world, when they believe in him who created 
the world, To which thing witneſs on earth 
three myſteries] the water, the blood, and 
the ſpirit, which were fulfilled, we read, in 
the paſhon of the Lord; but in heaven the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit; anD 
THESE THREE Is ONE GoD.” 

It is incumbent upon them who are poſitive 
that Caſſiodorus had the heavenly witnefles 
in his copy, to'tell us under what form they 
appeared. This verſe has the misfortune to 
be always changing · ſhapes. But it is all one 
to the defenders. So it be in the text, they 
care not. I would gladly learn, however, 
whether Caſſiodorus found the eighth verſe 


before the ſeventh ; whether he found the 15 


_ earthly witneſſes in the ſame order that he 
has followed; whether his copy had Filius 
inſtead of Verbum; whether tres ſunt in cœlo 
inſtead of tres ſunt qui igſtimonium dant i. c.; 

whether it omitted the final clauſe of the 
eighth verſe; and, laſtly, whether its reading 
was, Hi tres unum ſunt, or hi tres unus eft Deus. 
Be aſſured, Sir, that 1 queſtions mult re · 


ceive 


_ —ĩ—— — 


| 
| 


\ 
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ceive-a ſatisfactory anſwer, before Caſſiodorus's 


teſtimony will avail you. Where ſome of 


the ancient MSS. totally omit a paſſage, the 
change of its ſituation, and the variety of its 
readings, in others, always render it ſuſpi- 
cious, and often demonſtrate it to be ſpurious. 


Martin himſelf was aware of this; for in his ; 


Verite, p. 62. having occaſion to mention 
the author againſt Varimadus, he quotes the 
eighth verſe no farther than to the words in 


terra, and {mothers the reſt with an etcetera. 


Omnis qui credit quoniam Jeſus eft Chriftus, 
&c. ſays St. Jahn. Qui Deum Teſum credit, 


ſays Caſſiodorus. If from this interpretation 


Deus had crept into the Latin copies, with 
what pious wrath and obſtinacy would it have 


been defended ! We ſhould be told of Caſſio- 


dorus's diligent ſtudy of the ſcriptures ; his 


taſte and nicety in chooſing the beſt readings ; 


his painful collation of Greek MSS. and I 
know not what. Soon after, Caſſiodorus adds, 
„quando in illum credunt, qui condidit 


mundum,” Where are the laſt words? Not 
in our preſent copies, but in that accurate 


collator's Greek MSS. Let us. then read in 


our preſent firſt verſe, WW; Boſoe ver believeth that 


Jeſus 
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Jeſus 1s God, and in the fifth, V⁰ conquereth 
the world, but he wha believeth in him who cre- 
ated the world ? A choice voucher for a doubt- 


ful text! What you fay of Greek MSS. 
amounts to nothing. Caſſiodorus does not 


play the critic in his Coniplexiones, and conſe- 
quently there was no need of his Greek 
learning. Or ſuppoſe that he ſometimes fol- 
lowed the Greek, if one clear proof can be 
produced, that ever he followed the Latin in 
oppoſition to the Greek, this plea is of no 
weight. (See 1 Pet. III. 22.) . 

On a diligent examination of the Com- 


plexiones, F am perſuaded that Caſſiodorus 


-found no more than theſe words in his copy, 
Tres ſunt qui teflificantur, aqua, et ſanguis, et 
ſhiritus, et hi tres unum ſunt. That he gave 
his own, or rather Eucherius's interpretation 
of theſe words, and applied them to the Tri- 
nity. Why elſe ſhould he uſe the emphatic 
word myſteria, unleſs he intended to make 
ſome myſtical application? Since he inter- 


prets /þiritus of the human breath, what myſ- 
tery, what hidden ſenſe, do theſe three words 


contain of themſelves? But let us ſuppoſe 
| that he underſtood the paſſage in this manner: 
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mich is wir xkssED BY THREE THINGS n 
earth, THE WATER, BLOOD, AND $PIRIT. 
Theſe were vifibly fulfilled in the paſſion of our 
Lord, but they are myſteries twhich 3 
repreſent the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft, in 
beaven, of whom it may be truly ſaid, TuxE 
THREE ARE ONE, that is, one Gad. This rea- 
ſon will account for his keeping back the 
clauſe, hi tres unum ſunt, and confining it to 
its nobler ſenſe. This will alſo account for 


his arranging the witneſſes in the ſame order 


with Eucherius, ſo that the water may an- 


ſwer to the Father, the blood to the Son, and 


the Spirit remain  fatuguo. Nor is it ſtrange 


that Eucherius's works, and conſequently this 


interpretation, ſhould viſit Ravenna in the 
intermediate hundred and forty years that 


| paſſed between the publication of the Queſt 


ones and Complexiones. But perhaps you will 
like Caffiodorus's own poſitrve teſtimony better 
than my preſumption. Well, Sir, I will pleaſe 
you if I can. In the tenth chapter of his 
Divinæ Leftiones, the title of which is De 
Modis Intelligentiz, he expreſsly ſays that he 
has collected Eucherius's works. And fince 
he collected them for the ſake of their expla- 


nations 


K } 1 


nations of ſeripture, he would probably adopt 
this allegory among other profitable remarks. 

Caſſiodorus thus explains 1 John II. 13, 14. 
T ore io you, becauſe ye have overcome the devil, 


and haue knoton God the Father and the Sim and 
the Holy GHH. Can we ſuppoſe that Caſſic- 
dorus would thus interpret the fivgle word 
od? No, he found it in his Latin MSS, 
and not only in his Latin, but his. Greek; 
and his Greek cannot be ſuppoſed later than 


the apoſtolie age. Let us therefore reſtore, 


on the uncorrupt faith of Caſſiodorus and his 
Greek MSS. the true reading; Fpap ul, 


n i \ N ; 7 * AC 
raid, oTi eyvunaTe bey Tov Ta|spa xc: Tov de 


v. 79 GM ṏ mVeua: There are ſeveral other 


places in the N. T. where the true reading 


has been hitherto ſhamefully neglected. 
Matth. VI. 13. has been already mentioned. 
John XVIII. 32. two MSS. in Wetſtein's 
iſt have preſerved the true reading, That the 
word of God might be ful filled, 3 he habe, 
ſignifying by what death he ſhould die. 
John XIX. 40. the Alexandrian MS. reads, 
"Ss body of God, which is no leſs true and eer- 
tain, than he blood of God, Acts XX. 28. 
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Acts XIII. 41. a MS. of New. college, Ox- 
ford, rightly adds, that God is crucified, and 


dies. 


council, as I learn from Wetſtein, en Acts 
XX. 28. 


2 Theſſ. II. 16. a MS. collated by Zacagni 


preſerves the true reading; Now our Lord wich 
God Feſus Chrift himſelf, &c. From theſe ex- 
amples, I hope, it will appear, how falſely 
that infamous villain Eraſmus afferted that 
Chriſt is ſeldom called God in the N. T. 

But we need go no farther than our own 
fifth chapter of St. John, to ſhew how the 
text has been mutilated. The genuine. read- 
ing. of the twentieth verſe is this: And we 


know that the Son of God is come [and was in- 


carnate for our ſake, and ſuffered, and roſe from 


the dead, and took us up], and hath given us an 


underſtanding, &c. The words between bragk- 
ets (or ſomething like them) are quoted by 
Hilary, by Fauſtinus, and the author againſt 
Varimadus. They are alſo in the Toledo MS. 

collated 


r Cor W.. Chrif eee was ſas 
criſiced for us. So it ought to be read from 
Hippolytus, a MS. collated by Mr. Matthæi, 
and a MS, of Chryſoſtome, and the Lateran 


355 J 
collated by Blanchini, and im three others 
that 1 myſelf have ſeen. Another ſhameful 
mutilation of this chapter will occur pre- 
ſently. 
From Caſſiodorus we jump two centuries 
to come to your next author, Ambroſe Auth- 
pert, or Anſbert, or Autpert (as I find him 
called in a MS.), who, in his Commentary 
on the Apocalypſe, twice quotes the heavenly 
witneſſes. Nobody denies that ſome Latin 
copies had this verſe in the eighth century. 
It is then that we ſuppoſe it to have crawled 
into notice upon the ſtrength of Pſeudo- Je- 
rome's recommendation. Autpert alſo quotes 
the tenth verſe with a conſiderable various 
reading; © And this is the witneſs of God 
that he hath teſtified of his Son, [whom he 
hath ſent a faviour upon earth *].” This 
addition I ſhould not heſitate to reſtore to the 
text, unleſs thoſe illuſtrious defenders of the 
faith, | 

' Etherius and Beatus, ſupplied me with ſome- 
thing better. Fot thus they quote a FT of 


] am obliged to truſt to memory, 


Aa 2 1 John 


off 1 


1 John V. Quin tres funt qui teftimonium dant 
in lerris, aqua, ſanguis, et CARO, ei iria bat 
unum funt, et tres ſunt qui teftimoniury dant in 
celo, Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus, et hac tris 
unum ſunt IN, CnRIsTO Jesv. Si reftimonium 
hominum accipimus, teſtimonium Dei majus eſt ; 
et hoc eff 1eftimonium Dei, quod 1etificatus eft de 
F to ſuo, ¶ quem mit Halvatorem ſuper terram, 
et Filius leſtimonjum perhibuit inter ſcripturas Pro- 
Foiens, et nos taſtimenium berhibemus, quonian 
videmus cum et annunciamus vabis, ut credatis. 
Ft ideo) qui credit, &c. What a dainty mor- 
ſel of ſcripture had the heretics cut away, 
becauſe, I ſuppoſe, it was meat too ſtrong for 
their ſickly ſtomachs. Let it be immediately 
reſtored to the rank from which it has been 
ſo long and fo unjuſtly degraded. Firſt, 
however, let us waſh off a at dirt which 
it-has contracted during its diſgrace, that it 
may be fit to ſee com pany. Inter fſeripturas 
Projiciens is neither Latin nor ſenſe. To the 
immortal honour of true criticiſm, I retrieved 
the genuine reading by conjecture, in terra 
ſeripturas perfitiens, which I afterwards found 
confirmed by the Toledo MS. of the Vulgate, 
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| of which Blanchini bas inſerted a collation 
in his Vindiciæ Veteris Vulgatæ x. 
Walafrid Strabo” (rather Strabus), au- 
thor of the Gl; a Ordinaria, comments upon 
this verſe.” Since we allow this verſe to 
have been in ſome copies of the eighth cen- 
tury, we ſuppoſe it to be in more of the 
ninth, © Walafrid might therefore comment 
upon it, eſpecially as his ſcruples, if he had 
any, would be filenced or fatisfied by the 
fictitious Prologue. You believe that Wala- 
frid conſulted Greek MSS. and Greek MSS. 
too as old as the fifth century, becauſe he 
fays, that wherever the vulgar text of the 
Old Teſtament was faulty, the Hebrew MSS. 
ought to be conſulted; wherever of the New. 
the Greek. I could prove many of the moſt 
illiterate peaſants to be proficients in Greek 
by the ſame rule, for they would tell you, 
that where the tranſlation is wrong. or ob- 
ſcure, the originals ought to de S 
But if this argument proves Walafrid to have 
collated Greek MSS. to the N. T. it proves 


* See both the quotations in 1 tom. II. p. 725. 
226. ” . 
A a 3 Him 
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him equally to have collated Hebrew MSS, 
to the Old. Firſt, therefore, ſhew that Wa- 
lafrid underſtood Greek and Hebrew. Next 
produce a competent number of examples, 
where Walafrid compares the various readings 
of the Latin, Greek, and Hebrew MSS. and 
ſits in judgement on their merits. You ſay, 
p- 324. Walafrid directs his readers, in all 
caſes of difficulty, to reſort to the Greek co- 
pies, which implies that to be his conſtant 
practice.“ Admirable! Theodore Beza wiſhes 
that editors would publiſh all the various 
readings of their MSS.* which implies that 
he has ſuppreſſed none of his own. Mr. 
Travis is very bitter againſt ſophiſtry, unfair 
quotation, fraud, and forgery, which implies 
that he himſelf is perfectly free from all 
ſuch peccadilloes. Many thouſands of divines 
once a week (or oftener) teach the doctrines 
of religion and the duties of morality, which 
implies their ſtedfaſt belief of the one, and 
their conſtant practice of the other. 
Your inference from Walafrid's advice 1s 
caught up by your friend above quoted, 


* WETSTEIN, Proleg. p. 148. 
N P- 322. 


I 9 1} 


p+ 322: who ſays * that Walaſrid Sirabo pro- 
Heſſes to have conſulted the moſt ancient Greek 
MSS. I only mention this to ſhew how rea- 
dily men will aſſert the moſt palpable falſe- 
hoods, and how a ſtory gains ſtrength by 
travelling. Though you allow that both the 
Syriac and Coptic verſions omit the diſputed 
verſe, this gentleman aflerts that it is want- 
ing in none but the Coptic, Another direct 
falſehood; which either proves that he has 
loſt all ſenſe of ſhame, or that he has not 
read your book with moderate attention. 
The rabble of witneſſes that you bring 
after the tenth century, deſerves no attention. 
If you could make them ten times as many, 
their joint authority would be 4 broken reed, 
on which if a inan lean, it ſhall ga into his hand, 
and pierce it. 1 freely therefore give you Ro- 
dolph, Rupert, Bernard, Victorinus, Lombard, 
Aquinas, Scotus, Lyranus, and as wy more 
as you can muſter, 

From Durandus you infer that the three 
heavenly witneſſes were in the Ordo Romanus. 


* Vindication of the Liturgy, &c. p. 48. 
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This Ordo was compoſed about the year 530. 
Allowing therefore that it contained this verſe, 
it would prove little. But Durandus, by 
quoting the verſe from the Ordo Nomanus of 
his time, will not prove that it was extant 
there from the firſt compilation. None of 
the adverſaries deny (ſo far as I know) that 
it had been in quiet poſſeſſion of almoſt all 
the MSS. from the year 1000. The altera- 
tions of the liturgy would keep pace with the 
improvements made in the other copies, and 
ſometimes outrun them. Or, if they did 
not, the heads of the church would perhaps 
have ſent an order to this effect“: Scribatur 
in textu Joannis Epiſtolæ ubi A T AES SUNT 
QUI TESTIMONIUM, & c. 

«+ The deference,” fay you, ielded to 
the known learning and integrity of the La» 
teran council, cauſed its decrees, in matters 
even of a ſecular nature, to be received as 
law, not only in England,” &c. Though 
this proves nothing in favour of the verſe, it 
proves two other points. That the clergy 
then exerciſed dominion over the rights of 


'* See Letter IX. p. 229. 
1 mankind, 
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mankind, and that able tithe-lawyers often 
make ſorry critics. Which ] defire ſome certain 
gentlemen of my acquaintance to lay up in their 
hearts as a very ſeaſonable innuendo. I 

To your liſt of Latin witneſſes you ought 


to have added three more, which Maffei found 
in the library of Verona, The firſt is a dia- 


logue, not much differing from that which 
is publiſhed in Athanaſius's works; the ſe- 


cond, Athanaſius's commentary on the creed; 


the third, a book de divinis officiis, which. cou- 
ples Matth. XXVIII. 19. 1 John V. 5. In 


the commentary on the creed, which Blan- 


chini“* publiſhed, or in Blanchini's notes, 
that paſſage, I doubt. not, occurred, which 
Wetſtein has quoted, and Mr. Grieſbach pro- 
fefles himſelf unable to find. That author 
thus quotes Matth. XXVIII. 19. Le, bapii- 
zate gentes, ungentes eos, &c. Here we have 
a ſcriptural precept for the uſe of the chriſm 
in baptiſm, which has now been for ages 
neglected, to the utter perdition of many 


* Ut oſtendi in Enarratione Pſeudo-Athanaſiana in dym- 
Blum, quam Veronæ edidi. Quadrupl. Part I. 
p. yy 

ſouls. 
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fouls, But of all writers that have quoted 


the verſe in queſtion, the writer of the Ser- 
mones Dorm: Secure (V. near the end, de con- 


ceßtione Marie) makes the moſt curious ap- 


plication of it. Unde bene dicitur illud j. Jo. v. 
Tres ſunt qui teſtimonium dant, ſcilicet Vir- 


gini Mariæ, quod fit fine originali, Et Daniel iij. 


Hi tres quaſi ex uno ore laudabant Deum; 
ſeilicet quod mairem ſuam prefervavit ab origi- 
nali. I hope you will enrich your next edi- 


tion with theſe freſh teſtimonies, which will 


make your work complete and conſiſtent, 


Pos TSCRIPT. 


I know that the right of Walafrid Strabus 
to the Preface and the G/ofſa Ordmaria is ex- 


ceedingly queſtionable ; but I have allowed 


it, that the diſpute —_ be cut e 
ſhorter, 


LETTER 
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LETTER. Xl 


SIR, 


Tas Gre cad Lot eee 
be perſuaded to quote the three heavenly. 


witneſſes, are ſo fairly enumerated by Mill, 
Emlyn, Wetſtein, Newton, and others, that 


I ſhall do little more than repeat their liſt, 


and add ſuch remarks as may ſeem molt 
neceſſary. | 
| GREEK AUTHORS. 
Irenæus. 

Clemens Alexandrinus. 


Dionyſins Alexandrinus, (or the e 


againſt Paul of Samoſata under his 
name.) N 

Athanaſius. 

The Synopſis of 8 

The Synod of Sardica. 


Epiphanius. 


E n 
Baſil. 
Alexander of Alexandria. 
Gregory Nyſſen. | 
Gregory Nazianzen, with his two com- 
mentators, Elias Cretenſis and Nicetas, 
Didymus de Spiritu ſancto, 
Chryſoſtome. : 
An author under his name de 2 et 
conſulhſtantiali Trinitate, 
Cyril of Alexandria. 
The Expoſition of Faith in Juſt Mar- 
tyr's works. 
Cæſarius. 
Proclus. | 
The Council of Nice, as it 1s opens 
by Gelaſius Cyzieenus. 
Hippolytus, 
Andreas. 
Six catenæ quoted by Simon. 
The marginal ſcholia of three hang 
Heſychius. 


John Damaſcenus, 


Germanus of Conſtantinople. | 
Oecumenius. 
Euthymius Zigabenus. 

- | LATIN 
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LATIN AUTHORS. 
| The anther. de Baptiſmo Hereticorum 


14 among Cyprian's. works. | 


.. Ambroſe. 


N ovatian. 


H ilary. 


Lucifer Calaritanus, 
2 Ines: 


Auguſtine, bn 


Fauſtinus. 


| Leo Magnus. | 


| The author de Promiſſis. > 


Eucherius. 


Fäacundus. 
Junilius. 


| Cereals. Ws 


Ruſticus. 


5 Bede. 


Gregory. 


Philaſtrius. | 
Paſchaſius. | 
Arnobius junior. 
Pope Euſebius. 


| This evidence, which might ſeem to 2 
common underſtanding to form a ſtrong ne- 


gative, you waggiſhly call a region of nig hi 


* 
* 
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and 
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and nothing, and to guide us through this 
region with ſafety and diſpatch you lay down 
two rules, 1. that ſome of theſe writers might 
have quoted the verſe in other works of theirs 
now loſt; 2. that when any of them neglect 
another paſſage confeſſedly genuine and equally 
fit for their purpoſe, their omiſſion of this 
verſe docs not prove it to be ſpurious or un- 
known to them. But this accumulation of 
poſſibilities is uſeleſs and ſophiſtical. It is in- 
deed poſſible that a writer may forget or neg- 
lect to urge one of his beſt arguments; but 
that ſo many authors, with ſuch repeated op- 
portunities, ſhould all agree in ſhutting their 
eyes againſt the light of this marvellous paſ- 
ſage, is improbable, incredible, impoſſible. 
Let any unprejudiced man conceive this 
verſe to be generally read and admitted for 
genuine, and then let him conceive, if he 
can, that all the defenders' of the Trinity 
could preſerve an obſtinate ſilence, and never 
appeal to it. But how will he bring himſelf 
to conceive ſuch an abſurdity, if he has been 
at all converſant with modern divinity ?' No 
text has been ſo often quoted, ſince its eſta- 
bliſtiment in our printed editions; none fo 
readily 


L i } 


readily applied to the Trinity, of which it is 
almoſt always declared to be a compleat and 
formal proof. It is, in ſhort, the very ſoul 
of modern controve ry, tota in tote et tota in 
gualibet parte. FAO A 

But you ſee clearly enough the Adnet 


of theſe two reaſons, and therefore call to 


your aid a third, that . ſome of the Fathers”? 
(who have not quoted the verſe), <* perhaps 


all of them, conceived the words of this verſe 


to indicate an unity of conſent only, and not 
an unity of nature.” To make this more 
likely, you jocularly quote Calvin and Beza, 
who explain in this manner the clauſe unum 
fant. Dr. Horſley indeed ſays (Tracts, p. 345.) 
that many of the orthodox (to whom he adds 
himſelf) are of the ſame opinion. As far as 
I can judge, theſe milder and pretended: or- 
thodox are ſo few, that if the more zealous 
Chriſtians were divided into companies of 
ten, and every one of their lukewarm bre- 
thren waited upon a company, many decads 
would go without a cuptearer. I ſhall produce 
a few of theſe teſtimonies, as they lie befofe 
me. MARTIN earneſtly inſiſts, in the begin- 
ning of his Verité, upon the great importance 


of”. 
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of this paſſage, and calls it 454 frongef} wea- 
pon that we can employ againſt ibe Arians, 
«© Were there,” ſays ATTERHURY, © no other 
text for the proof of the doctrine of the holy 
—— where St. John 
ſpeaks of the three witneſſes in heaven, it would 
be ſufficient to make that doctrine an evident 
part of ſeripture ; though in all the other 


paſſages uſually produced for it,. it ſhould be 


allowed to be expreſſed obſcurely. ALLEN, 


Serm. I. p. 22. ſays, with infinite candour, 


„Very probably (the Arians) forged other 


MSS.: and in them wilfully omitted this verſe 


of St. John, that ſo they might in ſome mea- 


ſure at leaſt invalidate and weaken the autho- 
rity of a text, which was directly oppoſite to 


their falſe doctrines, and which it was utterly 
impoſſible to evade the force of by any artifi - 
cial and unnatural conſtructions. SNA PE, 
Serm. VIII. p. 50: That he is one and tho 
ſame God with the Father and the Son, is 
declared by St. John, in expreſs terms; There 
are three,” &c. FELETON, Moyer's Lectures 
VII. p. 368: The doctrine cannot be ex- 
preſſed in fewer or clearer words.“ BkvR- 
RIDGE, Private Thoughts, II. p. 40: And 

yet 
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yet that all theſe three perſons were but one 


God, St. John expreſsly aſſerts, ſaying, &c. 
which certainly are as plain and perſpicuous 


terms, as it is poſſible to expreſs ſo great a 
myſtery in.“ If therefore we may judge 
from the analogy of modern times, the num- 


ber of thoſe ſquęamiſh Fathers, who would 
ſcruple to employ this text, would be trifling, 
compared with the bolder warriors who would 
draw it as the ſharpeſt arrow from their quits 

ver. But the mild interpretations of Calvin 
and Beza prove nothing concerning the Fa- 


thers. Modern expoſitors have deſerted many 


paſſages which the ancients applied to the Tri- 
nity. Calvin's example is the leſs to the pur- 
poſe, becauſe he has been accuſed by his bre- 
thren of explaining away ſome of the capital 
texts. For inſtance, I and my Father are one, 
he explains of an unity of conſent. But 
what an hoſt of Fathers quote the ſame verſe 
without fear or ſcruple againſt the heretics, 
to prove the deity of the Son! Let us ſup- 
poſe that a great number of our Greek MSS, 
omitted John X. 30. and that ſome of the 
moſt renowned, orthodox, and voluminous 
Fathers never quoted it, who ſees not the 

B b obvious 
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obvious and natural concluſion, that the verſe 
was unknown in their age? It would be an 
abſurd fancy to think, that they might have 
quoted this verſe in other works; that they 
might omit it, becauſe they have omitted 
others; or that perhaps they conceived it not 
to prove an unity of eſſence. FS 
Beſides, there was another reaſon for Cal- 
vin's and Beza's moderation. They knew 
the precarious tenure by which this verſe 
held its place, and it would have ſeemed in- 
conſiſtent to lay any ſtreſs upon the orthodox 
inferences that might be drawn from a ſuſ- 
pected teſtimony. You will forgive me, too, 
if T hint, that ſome of thoſe, who affect to 
adopt Calvin's expoſition, imitate Aſop's fox, 
and call the grapes ſour, . they cannot 
reach them. 
But, Sir, if any of the Fathers thus ex- 
plained away the conſubſtantiality of the hea- 
venly witneſſes, produce an example or two 
from their works. Let us have no conjec- 
tures. If you can find one ancient author, 
Greek or Latin, who has thus betrayed the 
citadel to his enemies, you will not only have 


a politive argument on your ſide, but a plau- 
— 


ſible objection to that ungracious negative. 
But this, Sir, you cannot per form, I fear. 
Your Jerome ſays, that this verſe is the chief . 
firength of the Catholic faith. Why then 
does not he inculcate it perpetually, in ſeaſon. 
and out of ſeaſon ? Authpert twice quotes it, 
without any particular neceſſity. Such ſilence 
then in the. other Fathers is unaccountable. 
If they bad really thought that the clauſe zres 
unum ſunt meant only unity of conſent, ſtill 
the paſſage muſt have claimed their attention, 
becauſe it is one of the few where the three 
divine perſons are connumerated ONE, 
and in order. J 
The greater part of mankind 3 ſcrip- 
ture more by ſound than ſenſe. They take 
every detached ſentence for a diſtinct aſſer- 
tion or apopthegm, and apply it according to 
its apparent meaning, after they have forcibly 
torn it from its context. Though a temperate 
critic might, from a diligeut examination of 
the Apoſtle's argument, be induced to doubt 
whether the one eſſence of the Trinity was 
here intended, how few of ſuch critics were 
in the primitive church, and how few are in 
our on The bulk at leaſt would lay vio- 
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lent hands upon the verſe, and cry it up for 
a deciſive teſtimony. You ſay, that through 
the vaſt ſeries of one thouſand four hundred 
years, not a ſingle author, whether Patri- 
paſſian, Cerinthian, Ebionite, Arian, Mace- 
donian, or Sabellian, &c. has ever taxed the 
various quotations of this verſe with inter- 
polation or forgery.” You have read, I pre- 
ſume, a competent number of the wotks of 
theſe heretics. You have read ſome which 
were written expreſsly in anſwer to thoſe 
treatiſes that employ the three heavenly wits 
neſſes. If you have, Sir, be ſo good as to 
inform us where they may be found. Surely, 
Sir, you did not believe that this argument 
was of any weight, even while you wrote it 
down. I know only of one heretic, Abbot 
Joachim, who has quoted the verſe; and he 
lived when by the unanimous confeſſion of 
all parties it had been long read in the Latin 
verfion. Your reaſoning therefore amounts 
to this: Either the heretics publiſhed anſwers 
to the orthodox writers who quote 1 John V. 
5; or they did not. If they publiſhed no 
anſwers, they certainly made no objection to 
the authenticity of that verſe, If they pub- 

| liſhed 
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liſhed any anſwers, thoſe anſwers. are now 
loſt; and ſtill, as far as we know, no objection 


has been made to the verſe. What an excel- 


lent judge Mr. Travis is of a negative argu 
ment ! | 
You perceive 3 at laſt, that the 


| negative argument is of ſome weight, and 


therefore you ſuppoſe that the verſe was par- 
zrally Iot in ſome part of the interval between 
the years 101 and 384. You had better cor- 


rect a little, and ſuppoſe that it was entirely | 


omitted in St. John's autograph. This will 
ſolve all difficulties much better, take my 
word for it. I always thought that when a 
great number of MSS. of an ancient author 


omit any paſſage, upon which the interme-- 
diate writers, who upon other occaſions freely 


quote that author's works, are quite filent ; 
though the paſſage be very fit for their ſub- 
ject; though they quote other paſſages much 
eſs appoſite; though they quote ſo near it 
that they could not help ſeeing it, if it were 
extant; though ſometimes they quote the 
words that precede, and the words that fol- 


low; even though they extract from the 


next words with great labour and difficulty 
By 3 the 
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the very ſenſe which this paſlage would fur- 
niſh at a much eaſier and cheaper rate; 1 
always thought, that, in ſuch a caſe, the 
plain reaſon of theſe entice ofthe Fathers 
was a total abſence of the paſſage from their 
copies, and a total ignorance of its exiſtence. 
But, according to you, omiſſions are no proof 
againſt a verſe, where there is poſitive proof 
for it. I aſk, then, how much poſitive proof 
is neceſſary ? Is any text genuine, that may 
be found in the Latin verſion, or in a few 
Greek MSS. provided no actual charge of 
forgery be brought againſt it? If this be 
your opinion (as it ſeems to be), you need 
not be afraid of being confuted, for nobody 
will diſpute with you. If our Greek MSS. 
unanimouſly retained this verſe, while the 
Fathers were ſilent upon it, this diflent might 
leave us in an unpleaſant ſtate of doubt and 

ſuſpence. But when the Fathers and Greek 
Ms. fo exactly agree in rejecting a text, to 
adopt any other reaſon than the obvious fact, 
the ſpuriouſneſs of the paſſage, is to ſet aſide 
all evidence, for the ſole end of maintaining 
this judicious paradox, that the worſe Latin 
copies have preſerved the genuine reading. 


Vou 


WH: 

You make exceptions to ſome of the par- 
ticular Fathers who have not quoted this 
verſe. Vou ſay, that neither Alexander of 
Alexandria, nor Euſebius in his tract againſt 
the Sabellians, nor Gregory Nazianzen in his 
treatiſe on the Divinity of Chriſt, nor Epi- 
phanius againſt Noetus, cites Matth. XXVIII. 
19. But Alexander quotes John X. 3o. to 
which 1 John V. 7. would have been an 
admirable parallel. If by Euſebius's tract 
againſt the Sabellians you mean the three 
books de Ecclefiaſtica Ti beodogia, there is an 
expreſs quotation of it in one, aud a plain 
reference to it in another of thoſe books. 
If Gregory Nazianzen does not quote the 
form of baptiſm in the oration that you have 
named, he quotes it as a ſtrong proof of the 
Trinity in his forty-ninth oration, where he 
_ alſo quotes John X. 30. Now, fince 1 John 
V. 7. unites in itſelf the merits of both thoſe 
paſſages, it is ſtrange that Gregory ſhould 
never think of quoting it, he who had in his 
thirty-ſixth oration mentioned the other three 
witneſſes, the ſpirit, the water, and the blood. + 
If Epiphanius does not quote Matth. XXVIII. 
795 againſt Noetus, how often does he quote 
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it elſewhere! You add, that the Synopſis 
may with great probability be aſeribed to 
Athanaſius, and that it plainly refers to the 
verſe in queſtion. I anſwer, 1. that the Sy- 
nopſis is certainly ſpurious; and, 2. that it 
contains not the ſlighteſt veſtige of the verſe, 
bur expreſsly quotes II. 23. to ſhew the unity 
of the Father with the Son. This I have 
proved at large, Letter IX. p. 209-21 3+ 
And now let any man conſider with himſelf, 
whether Athanaſius, who frequently and re- 
peatedly cites Matth. XXVIII. 19. John X. 
30. and even the twentieth verſe of our fifth 
chapter, could be ſo blind or negligent as to 
| pals over ſuch an important text. This verſe 
would have been very commodious to prove 
the deity of the Son, the deity of the Holy 
Ghoſt, or the joint deity of the three perſons. 
But neither Athanaſius, nor Didymus, nor the 
two Gregories, nor Baſil, nor Cyril, though 
they have all largely written upon theſe ſub- 
jects, have paid any regard to the- celeſtial 
_ teſtimony. The ſecond perſon of the Trinity 
is here more clearly called the Logos, than 
even in the beginning of the goſpel. How 
has it happened that no ancient writer what- 
| ever 
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ever quotes the verſe for this title, though 
they make ſeveral fantaſtical applications of 
texts that are nothing to the purpoſe? You | 
will hardly, Sir, I gueſs, prefer the other 
reading, Filius, which is in a few Latin and 
ſome French MSS. in Wickliffe's tranſlation ; 
in a MS. of Victor, and in Bernard. For if 
you allow that Filius is the genuine reading, 
Verbum muſt have been a moſt impudent for 
gery, and the credit of the Latin copies will 
be demoliſhed at a blow. But taking Verbum 
for genuine, I can ſee only one reaſon (which 
I leave Mr. Travis to find out) why this verſe 
is never quoted to ſhew that Chriſt is called 
the Word. 

What a difference in value between the 
eighth and ſeventh verſes! Vet the eighth 
is often quoted, the ſeventh ſcarcely ever. 
How wonderful it is that the authors who 
quote the eighth verſe ſhould never turn a 
little out of their way, allured by the charms 
of the ſeventh! We have ſeen the Armenian 
council three times quoting the ſeventh verſe, 
not becauſe the ſubject which they were treat- 
ing required it, but merely in compliment to 
its extraordinary beauty and merit. If any 
of 
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of the authors now extant, who quote the 15 


5 eighth verſe, had ever quoted the ſeventh, in 


defence of the Trinity, they ſurely would 
have repeated it, if it were only for the ſake 
of old acquaintance. 

Cyril quoting the ſixth, eighth, and. nigh 
verſes, argues that, becauſe the Spirit is faid 
to witneſs, and this witneſs is called the wit-⸗ 
neſs of God, therefore the Spirit is God. 
But inſert the ſeventh verſe, and this argu- 
ment is ſpoiled. For the witneſs of God is 
ſufficiently marked out by the witneſs of the 
Father, an heretic would anſwer, without 
extending the word God either to the 3 
or the Spirit. 

But the ſtrongeſt proof that this mad 1 is 
ſpurious may be drawn from the Epiſtle of 
Leo the Great to Flavianus upon the Incar- 
nation. This epiſtle has been tranſlated into 
Greek, read in churches, ſent round to the 
Councils both in the Eaſt and Weſt, defended 
by ſeveral authors in ſet treatiſes, and conſe- 
quently more generally known than moſt of 
the writings of the Fathers. In this epiſtle 
he quotes part of the fifth chapter, from the 


fourth to the eighth verſe, and omits the 
three 


1. 1. 


: edi heavenly witneſſes. John Moſchus in- 
forms us, in his Spiritual Meadew®, that he 


was told by Abbot Menas, who was told by... 


Abbot Eulogius, who was told by Archdeacon 
Gregory, that the Roman church had a writ- 


ten tradition, that Pope Leo, when he had 


finiſhed his letter to Flavianus againſt Eutyches 
and Neſtorius, laid it on the tomb of the 
foreman of the Apoſtles, Peter, and beſought 


him to correct it, wherever it was erroneous 


or imperfect. After he had prayed, faſted, 
and lain on the ground, a decent time (about 


forty days; for the Apoſtle was ſomewhat'ſhy, _ 
| like Milton's Eve, ho would be wwooed, and 


not unſought be won), Peter appeared to him, 


and ſaid, I have read and corrected ;” upon 
which Leo takes the letter from the tomb, 


opens it, and finds that the Apoſtle had been 
as good as his word. Upon this authentic ſat 
I ſhall make a few remarks. Peter could not 
be ignorant of the exiſtence of this verſe, if 
it were genuine. We may reaſonably ſup- 
pole his faculties to be ſo far improved in 
heaven, that he remembered all the N. T. 
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Or if by * he had forgotten this epiſtle 
of St. John, or this part of it, the author was 
at hand to ſet him right; ſer it is impoſſible to 
ſuppoſe that St. Peter would not in ſuch an under- 
zaking conſtantly confer : with ſuch a neighbour, 
with ſuch a friend, with ſuch a man, as St. John“. 
He muſt therefore have foreſeen what unto- 
ward conſequences the heretics would draw, 
if the ſeventh verſe were omitted in Leo's 
epiſtle, and would have certainly replaced it, 
if it were genuine. But by ſuffering the 
omiſſion to paſs uncorrected, we may be ſure 
that St. Peter thought the verſe ſpurious, or 
that it did not then exiſt. From this con- 
eluſion there is no eſcaping, but by a denial 
of the fact, and that would be to introduce | 
an univerſal Pyrchoniſm into hiſtory, _ 
The only Greek evidence, earlier than the 
thirteenth century, that even ſeems to be in 
your favour, is the dialogue publiſhed with 
Athanaſius. That dialogue quotes and ap- 
plies to the Trinity theſe words, And the three 
are one. The Greek words e % Tit with 


* Mr. Travis uſes theſe mg of Criſpin and e a 
. 58, 123. 0 
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the reading of the eighth verſe in the French 
King's MS. No. 60. Kai oi reit rd & iow. 
And ſince the marginal note upon that clauſe 
in the MS. One God, one godhead, it need 
not be doubted but that the author of the 
__ meant to 8 757 the ſame e Earl 
You quarrel with us for urging the nega- 
tive teſtimony of Bede and Oecumenius, 
while we reject Victor's for being too late. 
I will endeavour, Sir, to explain this matter. 
An important and curious paſſage of ſcripture 
ought to be quoted by a reaſonable proportion. 
of the writers of every ſucceeding age. But 
if either through fraud or chance, a ſpurious 
ſentence is inſerted into ſome copies of ſcrip- 
ture, though from the general propenſity of 
tranſcribers the number of interpolated MSS. 
may be daily increafed, yet ſeveral ages muſt 
elapſe before a general corruption can take. 
place, It has however at laſt happened, in 
fome places, that the corrupted copies have 
almoſt ſwallowed up the others. In this 
caſe, if we can find that ſuch a paſſage was 
unknown ta an author of the later ages, it is 
ſo far from being a * againſt him, 
| that 
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that he lived ſo late, that he is a ſtronger 
teſtimony againſt the addition, becauſe he 
ſhews that ſome uncorrupted copies remained, 
even after the interpolation had been making 
its way for ſo many centuries. If therefore 
Bede was ignorant of this verſe, ſince Bede 
was a good judge of the ſtate of Latin MSS. 
in his time, it will follow that the Latin 
copies of the eighth century generally omitted 
it; which is otherwiſe probable, becauſe moſt 
Latin MSS. of that and the ninth centuries 
omit it. If Oecumenius and Euthymius 
Zigabenus knew nothing of the verſe, it will 
follow that the Greek MSS. of the eleventh 


and twelfth centuries omitted it. 


Jam willing to ſuppoſe that Bede had no 
Greek MSS. except to the Acts. But if he 
had a Greek MS. of the Catholic Epiſtles, 
which wanted the three heavenly witneſſes, 
he could not tell us of the omiſſion of them, 
unleſs he knew of their exiſtence in the Latin. 
You therefore modeſtly aſſume, that fince the 
verſe was in Jerome's verſion, it muſt have 
been in Bede's copy. How often ſhall we be 
favoured with this piece of ſophiſtry ? This 


Nu was in Jerome's verſion; therefore 
Bede 


= 

Bede knew of it. I ſhould think, Sir, this 
argument more agreeable to logic: The co- 
pies of Jerome's verſion vary; ſome retain- 
ing, ſome omitting the paſſage; Bede makes 
no mention of it; therefore Bede uſed a copy 

that omitted the paſſage. Next you tell us, 
from Martin, that Bede muſt have known of 
this text from Cyprian, Fulgentius, and the 
confeſſion in Victor; all of whom he has 
quoted. With reſpect to Cyprian, he might 
not know to what place of ſcripture Cyprian 
referred; or he might think with Facundus 
that Cyprian interpreted the eighth verſe. 
With reſpect to Victor and Fulgentius, if he 
knew nothing of the verſe when he read 
their works, he was not obliged to record 

for quotations of ſcripture paſſages which he 
did not know to be in ſcripture. If he 
thought they were guilty of a pious: fraud, 
was he blameable for not imitating them? 
This objection ſuppoſes that Bede took the 
trouble to examine critically every text quoted 
by Fulgentius and Victor. A pleaſant taſk 


1 you would impoſe upon the poor man! 


Why, Sir, when you took upon truſt, from 
Martin, your charges againſt the Syriac and 
7 Coptic 
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Coptic verſions, you are conſcious that you. 
did not examine a ſingle reference. And yet 
I apprehend this was a duty incumbent upon 
you, though Bede was bound by no tie of 
conſcience to hunt after the various quota- 
tions produced by his authors. 8 
But if any perſon will read through Bede's 

commentary upon the fifth chapter, he muſt 
ſee, unleſs he be wilfully blind, that Bede 
was totally ignorant of the ſeventh verſe, 
He is ſo minute and exact, that he has tran- 
{cribed the whole text, except two or three 
words at the end of one verſe, and even thoſe. 
he inſerts in his commentary. If after all 
this you inſiſt,” that he might know of the 
verſe, I can think of no proof that would 
ſettle the point, except an actual aſſurance of 
Bede's innocence under his own hand. Per- 
haps Bede ought to have uſed ſuch language 
as this: N. B. I have never heard of an 
additional ſet of witneſſes, nor ever ſaw them 
in any copy.” Let it be added, that Bede 
was zealouſly orthodox, as appears from his 
hymn on St. Edeldrida, H. E. IV. 20. Alma 
Deus Trinitas, qui ſecula cuntia gubernas, Annue 
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Jae cis, alma Deus Trinitas®; And u pon 
this very chapter he breaks out, Pereat de 
terra memoria eorum, qui eum vel Deum vel 
hommem eſſe verum denegant. ; 
Newton had ſuſpected that the words in 
terra were not written by Bede, becauſe he 
fo particularly explains the reſt of the verſe, - 
without taking any notice of them. Eraſmus 
had already obſerved that a MS. omitted theſe 
words, though a much later hand had added 
in the margin the three heavenly witneſſes. 
What pity that ſuch a copy did not come into 
the hands of the firſt editor, that Bede might 
have been a voucher for the verſe! Emlyn 
tells us, upon hearſay, that the MSS. of Bede 
omitted in terra. Martin anſwered, that he 
had ſeen thoſe words with his own eyes in a 
MS. at Utrecht. I fully believe this aſſer- 
tion; for I myſelf have ſeen them in a MS. 
at Oxford, but very modern, and of little 
value. All the other ten that I collated omit 
in terra, without any raſure in the text or 
note in the margin. Several of them boaſt 


* See alſo his Hymn de Quatuor Temporibus, Val. Is 
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a decent antiquity, but the oldeſt a carries its 
own date, A. C. 818. I confeſs my rudeneſs 
to you in cloſely tracing your ſteps ſo often. 
If in revenge for this rudeneſs you wiſh to 
examine theſe MSS. and ſee whether I have 
not lied for the good of my cauſe (for you 
well know, Sir, that no credit is due to po- 
lemics), you will find two of the MSS. in 
our public library, two in Bennet- college li- 
brary, three in the ae, and four in _ 
Bodleian. 

In Facundus, it is true, the ens ſix 
times repeat in terra; but theſe words are ſo 
inconſiſtent with the interpretation which 
Facundus is labouring to eſtabliſh, that Ben- 
gelius fairly allows them to have been added 
by tranſcribers. We ought alſo to conſider 
that Facundus has been publiſhed from a 
ſingle MS. The fame corruption I ſuſpect 
to have crept into the treatiſe de duplici mar- 
Hyrio, and the true reading to be: Commemorat 
et Joannes Evangeliſta triplex teftimonium, fpire- 
tus, aqua, et ſangumis. The fame author af- 


hs plas Mr. AsTLE has given a Specimen in his Origin and 
Progreſs of Writing, Pl. XIX. Spec. 2. p. 106. 
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terwards ſays: Quanqguam Hr TRES UNUM 
SUNT ;| UNUS 'ENIM DEus EST, qui per si- 
RITUM,/AQUAM, ET SANGUINEM, declarat ho 
minum generi virtutem et bonitatem ſuam. How 
eaſily might the ſeventh verſe grow out 101 

ſuch obſervations as theſe! 
I ſhall now briefly examine the ales that | 
5 have been ſet up in defence of the verſe. 
1. The Arians eraſed. it.” We might ex- 
pect ſome ſmall evidence of this accuſation. 
What cunning fellows. thoſe Arians were to 
eraſe this teſtimony, not only from their own 
books, but from the books and memories of 
the Catholics. You, Sir, I perceive, will 
neither poſitively condemn nor honourably 
acquit theſe heretics. You tell us that So- 
_ crates charges them with mutilating this very 
epiſtle. Does he expreſsly charge the Arians ? 
Is his charge general or particular? He com- 
plains, that hey avho wwi/hed to ſeparate the di- 
vinity and the humanity of Chriſt had eraſed 
this ſentence, 1 John IV. -3. Every ſpirit that 
drvides Feſus, is not from God, ©* which,” ſays 
Socrates, is in the old MSS.“ Firſt, 1 
cannot ſee how this doctrine could give any 
offence to the Arians. Secondly, if Socrates, 
C09 had 
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had accuſed them here, his Siber upon ſuch 
a piece of fraud as the eraſion of the three 
_ witneſſes, is a ſtrong preſumption of their 
Innocence, Thirdly, I ſhould: like to have 
ſeen a few of theſe ancient MSS. For at pre- 
ſent every Greek MS. every verſion, except 
the Vulgate, moſt of the Greek Fathers 
(all, according to Mr. Grieſbach), and ſome 
though few of the Latins, agree in the com- 
mon reading. Beſides, there is a quaintneſs, 
as Bengelius rightly obſerves, which ſavours 
more of an interpolator's genius, than an 
apoſtle's ſimplicity. And a ſcholium in one 
of Mr. Matthæi's MSS. very naturally ac- 
counts for the corruption. It is the cha- 
rater (of Antichriſt) by falſe prophets and 
ſpirits To DIVIDE JESUS, in not confeſſmg that 
he is come in the fleſh.” However, if you 
chuſe to defend Socrates, you will have the 
- concurrence of that orthodox divine, Mr. 
Gibbon, Vol. IV. p. 540, or VIII. 272. For 
my own part, I think that his deciſion is 
very uncritica}, and that the reading of the 
Vulgate in this place has not above twenty 
times as much authority as 1 John V. 7. But 
be that as it will, Socrates does not accuſe 

the 
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the Arians; nor is his accuſation founded, if 
he did accuſe them; nor, if the accuſation 
could be proved, would it = but rather 
hurt your argument. 
The holy Fathers were very unſucceſsful 
, in ſuch accuſations. I have already taken 
notice of Ambroſe's charge againſt the Arians, 
that they eraſed Spiritus eff Deus from John 
III. 6. What harm had this ſentence done 
the Arians? It proves, ſays Ambroſe, . the 
| Deity of the Spirit. Could not the Arians 
ſuggeſt, with ſome colour of probability, that 
the true conſtruction was, God is a Spirit? 
Or, if they cut it out here, why did the 
blockheads leave it in the next chapter? 
They had however good ſucceſs, for the ſen- 
tence was ſcarcely to be found in any copies 
of that age, as Ambroſe tells us, and, I dare 
ſay, with great truth. What dangerous im- 
poſtors ! Dr, Horſley ſays, that the orthodox 
would have poorly ſerved their purpoſe by 
forging 1 John V. 7. I fay, in like manner, 
that the orthodox would have poorly ſerved 
their purpoſe by forging Spiritus eff Deus, 
John III. 6. Yet I think that both places 
have been corrupted by orthodox copiers. 
Ws 3 1 hey 
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They crept into ſome MSS. by chance arid 
negligence, but, as ſoon as they were known, 
were eagerly quoted and ſent on every expe- 
dition againſt the heretics. | 

Another example of this laudable zeal of 
the Fathers againſt heretics may be found in 
Ambroſe. The heretics miſapplied the verſe 
Mark XIII. 32. which ſeems to aſcribe igno- 
rance to the Son. Ambroſe boldly denies. the 
fact. Firſt,” ſays he, © the ancient Greek 
MSS. have not the clauſe, that neither the Son 
knoweth ; but no wonder, if they who have 
adulterated the holy ſcriptures, have alſo fal- 
ſified this paſſage.” A little after, however, 
conſcious of the weakneſs of his aſſertion, 
he adds; But grant it written by the Evan- 
geliſts,“ and then proceeds to explain. An 
advocate for Ambroſe will in vain ſuppoſe 
that he meant Matth. XXIV. 36. which will 
only reduce his hero from a falſehood to an 
equivocation. The heretics would care no- 
thing about Matthew, if the reading in Mark 
were allowed to be genuine. I conclude 
therefore that the charges of the Fathers 
againſt the Arians ſhew much more valour 
and ſpirit than prudence. TI 
* The 
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2. © This verſe might be loſt by the Ha- 
meoteleuton. The eye might jump from one 


HLagſugobr rec to the other, and conſequently 


the remaining part of the two verſes would 


be, For there are three that bear record on earth, 
#he ſpirit, the water, and the blood, and the three 


99 


agree in one. 
ſwer, | | 

Firſt, that this argument ought to be ſpa- 
ringly uſed. If a marginal addition be taken 


To which ſuppoſition I an- 


into the text by tranſcribers, it is likely to 


have for its beginning or ending the ſame 
words that begin or end the adjacent ſen- 
tence. Thus Avguſtine's explanation might 
be turned into a marginal note, Trintas ipſa 
eft, de qua recte dicitur, Tres ſunt qui igſtimonium 
dant, Spiritus, id eft, Pater ; ſanguis, 1d eft, Fi- 


ius; et aqua, id eft, Spiritus ſanctus; et tres 


unum ſunt. Such a note would ſoon be pruned 
and poliſhed into this form, Sicui tres funt qui 
igſtimonium dant in cœlo, Pater, &c. which is 


actually the reading of ſeveral MSS. now 


extant. The critics generally reject the ap- 


plication of the prophecy in Matth. XXVII. 


35. It would be ridiculous in this inſtance 
to argue from fimilar endings. The ſame 
Cc 4 _ rotten 
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rotten buttreſs is uſed by Grabe to prop the 
ruinous reading, John III. 6. And the ſame 
might be uſed to ſupport Cyprian's addition, 
1 John II. 17. How eaſy it would be to ſay, 
that the words, which were in Cyprian's 
copy, and conſequently in the Old Italic, and. 
conſequently in the Greek MSS. of the ſecond 
century, and conſequently in St. John's auto- 
graph, were ſwallowed up by that voracious 
monſter, the homeoteleuton | Qui autem facit 
 woluntatem Det, manet in Siernum, QUOMODO ET 
Duos MANET IN E&TERNUM. If any man 
writes gloſſes and explanations in the margin 
of a book, he will find that many of them 
will begin like the following or end like the 
foregoing ſentence. This canon however 
will do one good thing; it will make inter- 

polation the eaſieſt matter in the world. A 
forger has nothing to do but to take care that 
the paſſage which he inſerts, ſhall have this 
ſingle requiſite of a ſimilar ending, and he 
will be provided with a ſufficient anſwer to 
all arguments drawn from the authority of 
MSS. and of verſions, and from the filence 


of intermediate writers. 
Secondly, | 
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Secondly, this argument from the Bomæv- 
jeleutom is utterly excluded by the malice of 


fortune. For in the leap from one pagſugody- 
reg to another, the tranſcriber muſt have left 


untouched thoſe puzzling words, & Ty? u. 


But thoſe words are in no Greek MS. in no 
verſion, in no Greek author that quotes the 


eighth verſe; and almoſt all the Latin MSS.s 


and Fathers that omit the heavenly witneſſes, 

omit roo all mention of the earth. I have 
referred, Letter II. p. 26, 27. to Simon's 
ſceming aſſertion that a Greek MS, retained 
tue words & Ty? yn, but I have there given 
my reaſons, why he is miſtaken. Newton 
had already hinted the ſame ſuſpicion ; and 
I have fince ſeen a manuſcript note of De 


Miſſy's in the margin of Wetſtein's N. T. 
Vol. II. p. 721. where he adopts the ſame 


opinion, though he had formerly reaſoned 
upon the contrary ſuppoſition as an undoubted 
fact, Journ. Brit. XI. p. 78. I now dare 
boldly affirm that thoſe words were no more 
in that MS. than in any other. For Abbe 
Roger, in his diſſertation on 1 John V. 7. 


p 32+ tranſcribes the eighth verſe. from this 


enn MS, and omits the words &@ 1. . 
1 Bede 


. 


4+ - 


[ 394 ] 


Bede and Facundus I have already cleared 


from this ſpurious addition. Newton alſo 
ſuppoſes, what is not improbable, that the 
Latin MSS. which -omit the ſeventh verſe, 
and retain in terra, were interpolated from 
orthodox MSS. by conſcientious critics, who 
might not be ſcrupulous about ſo trifling an 


| inſertion, though they were afraid to add a 


whole ſentence. But fince the defenders of 
the ſeventh verſe may in this caſe urge, with 
ſome plauſibility, the homweoteleuton, Jam con- 


tent, as I have ſaid, Letter VI. p. 152. that 


all ſuch Latin MSS. be neutral. 


Bengelius wiſhes to tranſpoſe the ſeventh 


and eighth verſes. | I believe that this was 


more frequently the poſition of the verſes, 


when the heavenly witneſſes firſt obtained 
admittance. But as much as this hypotheſis 
gains in one view, it loſes in the other. The 
allegorical interpretation will then ſo naturally 
follow the verſe which it explains, particu- 
larly in the copies that announce the heavenly 
witneſſes with a ficut, that the manner in 
which the interpolation was made will be 
obvious to any perſon acquainted with the 
hiſtory of MSS. Twells ſaw ſomething of 
* | | this 
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this conſequence; for he reaſons againſt the 
idea of an allegory or marginal gloſs upon 
this ground, that the oldeſt and beſt MSS. 
prefix the ſeventh verſe ; but, ſays he, if the 
ſeventh verſe were a gloſs engendered by the 
eighth, the ſeventh would follow the eighth. 
The plain anſwer to this reaſoning is, that fuch 
indeed was the arrangement of the two verſes, 
when the interpolation began, but that it was 
afterwards altered in compliment to the ſupe- 
rior dignity and excellence of the ſeventh, 
I have declined the conſideration of the Diſci- 
plina Arcani, nor ſhall J reſume it. It is a 
dangerous hypotheſis, which, if it were ad- 
mitted, inſtead of ſtrengthening particular 
paſſages, would weaken the authority of the 
Whole N. T. With equal reaſon Mill be- 
lieves that the marginal notes produced by 
Simon from Greek MSS. (the moſt palpable 
grloſſes that can be conceived), are not in- 
tended for interpretations of the eighth verſe, 
but are really the mangled limbs of the 
ſeventh. But while theſe learned men urge 
ſuch * frivolous arguments, they ſhew more 
plainly than by a direct confeſſion, how ſe- 
verely they feel the want of evidence. So 
ſeverely, 
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ſeverely, that Bengelius at laſt begs leave 10 
hope, that in due time, if net St. John's own 
autograph, yet ſome very ancient Greek M&S. 
containing the verſe, may be. found hidden in the 
ſhelves of divine Providence. To which pious 
hope Wetſtein anſwers in the words of Ci- 
cero: Hic iu tabulas defideras Heraclienfium 
publicas, quas Ntalico bello, incenſo tabulario, in- 
ſeriſſe ſcimus omnes. Eft ridiculum ad ea que 
habemus, nihil dicere; eres que nt non 
Poſſumus. 

3. But the tenour of the context re- 
quires us to keep the verſe.” The oppoſers 
of the verſe ſay, on the contrary, that its 
inſertion confuſes the whole ſenſe, breaks the 
connection, and makes the moſt intricate and 
ambiguous ſentence that ever was ſeen. For 
my own part, I thought Newton's expoſition 
of the ſhorter reading probable and conſiſtent 
enough, till I was told by Dr. Horſley, Tracts, 
p- 346. that it was a model of that ſort of 
paraphraſe by which any given ſenſe may be 
affixed to any given words,” I ſuſpected, I 
confeſs, at firſt, that having before him both 
your expoſition and Newton's, he might have 
confounded tha 4 in his mind, and given to 
New ton's 
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| Newton's the character which was due to 
yours. But this opinion I ſoon abandoned. 
I with therefore that Dr. Horſley had favoured 
us with his. own paraphraſe, and ſhewn the 
truth of his aſſertion, . that the omiſſion of 
the ſeventh verſe breaks the connection and 
heightens the obſcurity of the apoſtle's diſ- 
courſe.” Certainly the mention of the water, 
blood, and Spirit, in the fixth verſe, is with 
great propriety followed by the repetition of 
the ſame terms in the genuine text; which 
| repetition is rendered emphatic by the exalta- 
tion of the Spirit, water, and blood, into three 
witneſſes. If the Spirit that witnefles in the 
ſixth verſe be the holy Spirit, which I think 
cannot be doubted, ** becauſe. the Spirit is 
truth,” why is the epithet, after being twice 
omitted, added in the ſeventh verſe, to mark 
a diſtinction without a difference? If the 
word “ holy,” which is omitted in ſome few 
MSS. be ſpurious, why is the human ſpirit, 
without any mark or circumſtance to diſtin- 
guith it, repeated in the fame breath? But 
if the Spirit in the eighth verſe be the holy _ 
Spirit, what is the ſenſe of the ſame Spirit 
witneſſing both in heaven and on earth? It 
1 will 
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will be to no purpoſe to invert the order of 
the words, and ſay, There are three in heaven, - 
and -There are three on earth, for ſtill the Spirit 
is both in heaven and earth; You tell us 
that, without the ſeventh verſe, the expreſ- 
ſion, Witneſs of God, in the ninth, has no due 
antecedent. This, Sir, is a miſtake. The 
witneſs of the Spirit in the fixth and eighth 
verſes is a proper antecedent. The Spirit 
may be taken in two ſenſes. The orthodox, 
who underſtand the Spirit perſonally, cannot 
deny that the witneſs of the Spirit 1s the 
witneſs of God; nor will either the orthodox 
or heretics deny, that the miraculous gifts of 
the Spirit, which atteſted the divine miſſion 
of Jeſus, were truly the witneſs of God, 
which he witneſſed of his Son. I have dili- 
gently peruſed all the orthodox expoſitions 
that have fallen in my way, but without ever 
having the good luck to underſtand them. 
I remember one very ingenious gentleman, 
who, 1n two letters to Dr. Bentley, offers to 
prove that the ſeventh verſe is eſſential to 
the context, and only aſſumes two ſelf-evi- 
dent propoſitions : 1. that the Spirit ſignifies 
the mediatorial office ; and, 2. that the water 
| 18 
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is the Shechinah. But I have dwelt longer 
than I intended upon this ſubject. Where 
there is no external evidence, internal evi- 
dence can never be pleaded for the neceſſity 
of ſo large and ſo important an addition. I 
| ſhall therefore haſten to diſmiſs the ſubject 
by a brief recapitulation of the inferences 
which may fairly be deduced from the facts 
' diſperſed through the foregoing Letters. 
The only genuine words of 1 John V. 7, 8. 
are theſe: Ori Tei; ci o pucpſupoul]es, T0 r- 
u, Koh TO Ude au TO νν 10h Of TE eig 70 6 
sow, This is the reading of all the Greek 
MSS. above an hundred and ten; of near 
thirty of the oldeſt Latin, of the two Syriac 
_ verſions, of the Coptic, Arabic, Æthiopic, 
and Slavonic. But Tertullian, in imitation 
of the phraſe, I and my Father are one, had 
| faid of the three perſons of the Trinity, 
 Whach three are one. Cyprian was miſled by 


* An antagoniſt of Beza's told him, that inſtead of 
endeavouring to wreſt ſo ſtubborn a text as, This is my 


body, by vain explanations, he would do better to amen 


it at once, and read, This 1s not my body. The Jeſuit 

Garaſſe {ſee Bayle, au mot Beze) foon after aſſerted, in 
print, that Beza had actually propoſed this reading. 
| „ this 
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this paſſage of his maſter. Taking it for 


an alluſion to ſeripture, he wiſely inferred 
that it was an application of 1 John V. 8. 


and, as he had no doubt of Tertullian's in- 
fallibility, he adopted the ſame application, 
and faid boldly, Of the Father, Son, and Holy 


Gg, it is written, And the three are one. 


That Cyprian in this place interprets the 
eighth verſe, we are told by Facundus, who, 
by appealing to this very place of Cyprian 


to prove that the Spirit, water, and blood, 


are meant of the Trinity, ſhews that he knew 
of no ſuch text, and that in his opinion Cy- 
prian knew of no ſuch text, as the three hea- 
venly witneſſes, Fulgentius indeed quotes 
Cyprian's authority for the modern reading, 
but from the manner of his appeal it appears 


that he could not quote the verſe upon the 


faith of copies of his own age, and therefore 


' relied upon the faith, as he ſuppoſed, of 


Cyprian's copy. In the interval of more 
than two centuries, when this interpretation 
had been expreſsly maintained by Auguſtine 
and Eucherius, a marginal note of this fort 
crept into a few copies; Sicut tres ſunt qui 
teflimonium dant in celo, Pater, &c. Such a 

copy 
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copy was uſed by the author of the confeſ- 
ſion which Victor has preſerved. Such an- 
other was uſed by the author of the books de 
Trinitate, if indeed he was a different perſon 
from the other. He would miſs no fair op- 
portunity of producing his favourite text, of 
which he perhaps was the fonder for having 
newly found it. The verſe however ſeems 
to have had very ſmall ſucceſs till the eighth 
century, when the forger or forgers of the 
decretals, and of the ſpurious prologue to the 
canonical epiſtles, recommended it to public 
notice. Vet ſtill it remained a rude, un- 
formed maſs, and was not completely licked 
into ſhape. before the end of the tenth cen- 
tury. In the twelfth and thirteenth centu- 
ries it was univerſally received for genuine, 
and therefore cited without ſuſpicion i in the 
Acts of the Lateran Council. Theſe Acts 
were tranſlated into Greek about the year 
1.300, and from them Emanuel Calecas bor- 
rowed his quotation. Joſeph Bryennius, too, 
in the fifteenth century, quotes the ſame 
yerſe, but either from the Latin verſion, or 
from his friend Thomas Aquinas. In the 


thirteenth century, Haytho, King of Armenia, 
Dd under- 
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undertook to make a new edition of the Ar- 
'menian ſcriptures, with the aid of Jerome's 
prologues and the Latin verſion. Haytho 
moſt probably inſerted this verſe in his edi- 
tion upon the authority of his ſuppoſed Je- 
rome; but if Haytho, which is ſcarcely poſ- 
ſible, neglected it, Uſcan, who improved Hay- 
tho's edition from the Vulgate, could not fail 
of ſupplying the defect. With equal accu- 
racy and fidelity this verſe has been impoſed 
upon the modern Greeks iu their printed 
Apoſtolos, upon the Indian Chriſtians by 
Menezes, upon the Ruſſians by their late 
editors, and upon every other Chriftian na- 
tion in their ſeyeral tranſlations, It has been 
honeſtly inſerted in ſeveral of the Syriac edi- 
tions, and in the Greek and Ruſſian confeſ- 
ſions of faith. 2 
The reader, ks recollects the ſubſtance 
of my Letters, will eafily diſtinguiſh the pro- 
babilities from the poſitive facts. But from 
the facts ftated in this hiſtorical deduction, 
it is evident, that if the text of the heavenly 
| witneſſes had been known from the begin- 
ning of Chriſtianity, the ancients would haye 
3 ſeized it, inſerted it in their oreeds, 
quoted 
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* it repeatedly againſt the heretics, and 
ſelected it for the brighteſt ornament of every 
book that they wrote upon the ſpbje. of the 
Trinity. | 

In ſhort, if this verſe be _ genuine, 
S its abſence from all the vi- 
ſible Greek MSS. except two; one of which 
aukwardly tranſlates the verſe from the La- 
tin, and the other tranſcribes i it from a printed 
book ; notwithſtanding its abſence from all 
the verſions except the Vulgate; and even 
from many of the beſt and oldeſt MSS. of 
the Vulgate; notwithſtanding the deep and 
dead filence of all the Greek writers down to 
the thirteenth and moſt of the Latins down 
to the middle of the eighth century; if, in 
ſpite of all theſe objections, it be ſtill genuine, 
no part of ſcripture whatſoever can be proved 
either ſpurious or genuine; and Satan has 
been permitted, for many centuries, miracu- 
louſly to baniſh the fineſt paſſage in the N. T. 
from the eyes and memories of almoſt all the 
_ Chriſtian authors, tranſlators, and tranſcribers. 

At laſt, Sir, I ſee land. I have ſo clearly 
explained my ſentiments concerning the au- 
| 10 of the diſputed verſe, and the merits 
9D 4 — 
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of Jauer book, in the progreſs of theſe Let- 


ters, that it will be needleſs to add any thing 
upon either of thoſe topics. As I was per- 
ſuaded that Mr. Gibbon would never conde- 


ſcend to anſwer you, I have been bold enough 


to trouble you with my objections to your 


facts and arguments. The proofs of the ſpu- 


riouſneſs of 1 John V. 7. that I have enume- 
rated, are, in my opinion, more than ſufficient 
to convince any reaſonable man. But what- 
ever ſucceſs I may have had in the main 
queſtion, there is another point, which I have 
proved to demonſtration, that Mr. Travis is 
radically ignorant of the ſubje& which he 
has undertaken to illuſtrate. You may there- 


fore reply, Sir, or not, as ſhall ſeem good to 


you. If you think proper not to expoſe your- 
ſelf again, which, to ſpeak as a friend, I 
ſhould think your wiſeſt plan, I ſhall attri- 


bute your filence to a conſciouſneſs of your 


own weakneſs. You will call it contempt 


of your adverſary, and I cannot deny the re- 


taliation to be fair enough, conſidering with 
how ſmall reſpe& I have treated an author, 
who has vindicated the authenticity of that im- 


_— CEE paſſage (1 John 15 7. 7 in a Superior 


way, 


[ 405 ] 

way, Wa as to leave no room for future doubt ar: 
cavil u. But if you reply, as you half pro- 
miſe 4, i ſhall not think myſelf bound to 
cotitinue the debate, unlefs both your matter” 
and ſtyle much excel your Letters to Mt. 

Gibbon, and ftill more that Crane recbeta 
| which you called 4 defence of Stephens and 
Beza. Such replies will carry their own re- 
futation with them to all readers that are Hot 
eaten up with Prejudice ; and others it would 
be folly to expect to ſatisfy. - I ſhall there- 
fore be perfectly ſilent, unleſs you can diſ- 
prove the charges, that I have brought againſt 


* An Apology for the Liturgy and Clergy of the 
Church of England,” p. 57, 58. How much ſtronger 
is this than the faint, half-faced compliment paid by the 
author of Conſiderations on the Expediency of reviſing 
the Liturgy and Articles,” p. 70. Mr. Travis's labours 
on the genuineneſs of this text are highly meritorious ! 
And, as if this compliment were not cold enough, he ſoon _ 
damps it by adding, that many excellent critics will not 
admit Mr, Travis's vindication to be ſuch as leaves no 
room for future doubt. From this and ſimilar paſſages, 
our Conſſſtent Proteſtant is, I fear, little better than an he- 
retic. 

+ Gentleman's Magazine for March, 1790. 

1 Gentleman's Magazine for January, 1790. 


you, 
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you, of ignorance and miſrepreſentation. In 
caſe of conviction, I dare not promiſe to re- 
tract publicly (for I know how frail are the 
vows of authors and Jovers), but I promiſe 
to try. If you confeſs the charges, and yet 
maintain that the errors you have committed 
are venial, and conſiſtent with a knowledge 
of the ſubject, I ſhall excuſe myſelf from 
the, controverſy, and conſider you as degraded 
from that rank of literature which entitles 
one writer to challenge another. 


FINIS. 
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